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ABSTRACT
Exploring the Relationship between Perceived Interpersonal Influence and Citizenship Behavior:
The Mediating Roles of Social Identity and Team Member Exchange
by
Laura Sywulak
Advisor: Harold Goldstein

Social or interpersonal influence has been widely studied in both social and
organizational psychology, however no research to date has examined how perceptions of one’s
ability to influence their coworkers impacts work-related attitudes and behavior. Experimental
work in lab settings provides evidence that successfully influencing others consistently leads to
increased helping behavior (Bruno, 2013; Bruno et al., 2008; Sywulak, Sommer & Bourgeois,
2013), but the relationship between influence and helping has not been studied in an
organizational setting. Further, while several mediating mechanisms have been tested, how
perceived influence leads to helping is still unknown. I present a study that attempted to model
how the perceived ability to influence one’s coworkers can lead to helping at in the work
environment, conceptualized as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). I argued that
perceived influence over coworkers can lead to OCB through social processes, specifically social
exchange and social identification, to impact specific types of OCB. Some support was found for
these relationships, indicating that perceived influence over others is as an important construct in
organizational life and that social processes mediate the relationship between influence and
helping.

iv

List of Tables………………………………………………………………………….. vii
List of Figures…………………………………………………………………………
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION……………………………………………………..
Influence and Helping………………………………………………………………
Aim of the Current Study…………………………………………………………...
Theoretical and Practical Implications……………………………………………...
CHAPTER 2: INFLUENCING OTHERS…………………………………………….
Indirect Evidence Linking Social Influence to Psychological Well-Being…………
Direct Evidence for The Benefits of Having Influence Over Others……………….
Interpersonal Influence and Helping Behavior……………………………………..
CHAPTER 3: ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR………………….
Definition of OCB…………………………………………………………………..
Dimensions of OCB………………………………………………………………...
The Impact of Social Processes on OCB……………………………………………
CHAPTER 4: SOCIALEXCHANGE…………………………………………………
Social Exchange and OCB………………………………………………………….
Types of Social Exchange…………………………………………………………..
TMX and Interpersonal Influence…………………………………………………..
TMX and OCB……………………………………………………………………...
CHAPTER 5: SOCIAL IDENTITY…………………………………………………..
Social Identity Theory………………………………………………………………
Identification in Organizations……………………………………………………...
Identification and OCB: The Group Engagement Model…………………………..
Social Identity and Interpersonal Influence………………………………………...
CHAPTER 6: THE ROLE OF TASK INTERDEPENDENCE AND GROUP
NORMS………………………………………………………………………………
Task Interdependence……………………………………………………………...
Group Norms………………………………………………………………………
CHAPTER 7: THE CURRENT STUDY…………………………………………….
CHAPTER 8: METHOD…………………………………………………………….
Participants………………………………………………………………………...
Main Study Participants…………………………………………………………...
Coworkers…………………………………………………………………………
Measures…………………………………………………………………………..
Perceived Ability to Influence…………………………………………………….
Team Member Exchange………………………………………………………….
Social Identification……………………………………………………………….
Organizational Citizenship Behavior……………………………………………...
Task Interdependence……………………………………………………………..
Group Norms……………………………………………………………………...
v

viii
1
1
3
5
7
7
11
14
18
18
18
20
24
24
25
26
27
31
31
32
33
36
38
38
41
45
48
48
48
48
48
48
49
49
50
50
51

Control Variables…………………………………………………………………
Agreeableness…………………………………………………………………….
OCB Motive………………………………………………………………………
Procedure…………………………………………………………………………
Main Survey………………………………………………………………………
Coworker Survey…………………………………………………………………
CHAPTER 9: RESULTS……………………………………………………………
Data Cleaning and Preparation……………………………………………………
Sample…………………………………………………………………………….
Preliminary Analyses……………………………………………………………..
Tests of the Hypotheses…………………………………………………………..
Path Analysis……………………………………………………………………..
Confirmatory Factor Analysis……………………………………………………
Parceling………………………………………………………………………….
Regression Results………………………………………………………………..
Direct Relationships………………………………………………………………
Mediation Effects…………………………………………………………………
Conditional Mediation Effects……………………………………………………
Exploratory Analyses…………………………………………………………….
Moderation by the target of influence……………………………………………
Managers vs. non managers………………………………………………………
CHAPTER 10: DISCUSSION………………………………………………………
Coworker Ratings of OCB-I……………………………………………………...
Review and Interpretation of Results…………………………………………….
Target of OCB……………………………………………………………………
Managers vs. Non Managers……………………………………………………..
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research………………………………..
Theoretical Implications………………………………………………………….
Practical Implications…………………………………………………………….
Conclusion………………………………………………………………………..
APPENDIX
Appendix A: Qualtrics Recruitment Message…………………………………….
Appendix B: Qualtrics Ineligibility Message……………………………………..
Appendix C: Eligibility Questions………………………………………………..
Appendix D: Main Survey………………………………………………………..
Appendix E: Coworker Recruitment Message……………………………………
Appendix F: Snowball Recruitment Message…………………………………….
Appendix G: Coworker Survey…………………………………………………..
Appendix H: End page for Coworker Survey…………………………………….
REFERENCES……………………………………………………………………...

vi

51
52
52
53
53
55
56
56
56
57
57
58
60
60
63
63
65
66
69
69
70
73
74
74
78
79
79
82
83
84
100
101
102
103
109
110
111
113
114

List of Tables
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Theoretical Model…………........

93

Table 2: Correlations…………………………………………………………………..

94

Table 3: Summary of Results of Regression for the effect of Influence on OCB-I (H1). 95
Table 4: Summary of Results of Regression for Influence on TMX (H2) ….................. 96
Table 5: Summary of Results of Regression for the effect of TMX on OCB-I (H3) .... 97
Tale 6: Summary of Results of Regression for Social Identification on OCB-I (H5)...

98

Table 7: Summary of Results of Regressions for Influence on the subscales of Social
Identification (H6a-b) ………………………………………………………………… 99
Table 8: Summary of Regression Results for H4 …..................................................... 100
Table 9: Summary of Regression Results for H7 …..................................................... 101
Table 10: Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H8a …................................ 102
Table 11: Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H8b …................................ 103
Table 12: Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H9a …............................... 104
Table 13: Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H9b …................................ 105
Table 14: Job Level as a Moderator …........................................................................ 106

vii

List of Figures
Figure 1. The proposed model………………………………………………………….. 15
Figure 2. Exploratory Model…………………………………………………………… 81

viii

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The way that work is done is changing. Organizations have moved away from rigid
hierarchies toward team-based structures, cross-functional work, and self-managed teams
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). As jobs and departments have become both flatter and more
interdependent over time (Adler 2003), one skill that is becoming increasingly critical to success
is the ability to influence others, whether it is to persuade a teammate to work toward a common
goal or getting your boss to comply with a budget request. However, researchers have yet to
examine how one’s perceived ability to influence others at work affects employee attitudes and
performance. With the rise in more autonomous work, it is especially important to study how
influence over coworkers impacts work-related attitudes and behavior.
Influence and Helping
Interestingly, several experimental studies in social psychology have shown a cause and
effect relationship between successful influence attempts and helping. Successfully influencing
another person leads to significantly more helping behavior compared to when the influence
attempt fails (Bruno, 2013; Bruno, Bourgeois, Sommer & Lo, 2008; Sywulak, Sommer, &
Bourgeois, 2013). Helping behavior is vital to organizational functioning (Organ, 1997) and as
influence becomes an increasingly critical behavior at work, it is important to understand how
this process unfolds in organizational settings.
Social or interpersonal influence has been studied in both social and organizational
psychology. Influence research in social psychology has focused on the targets of influence -when and why people obey, conform, comply, mimic, or change their attitude in response to an
influence attempt (Bourgeois, Sommer, & Bruno, 2009). Often, changing one’s attitudes or
behaviors to conform to group norms fulfills basic human needs for accuracy, belonging, and
1
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self-worth (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004). More recently, Bourgeois, Sommer, and Bruno (2009)
proposed a model that seeks to explain why it is important for people to have an impact on those
around them and what kind of psychological changes occur when they feel they have influenced
another person. They suggest that having influence over others, such as persuading someone that
one’s opinion is correct, has important psychological benefits for the influencer including
fulfilling basic human needs for accuracy, belonging, and self-worth, as well as meaning and
control. Tests of the model have provided both correlational and experimental support that
successfully influencing another person not only fulfills the needs described above but also has
positive effects on well-being, and relationship and job satisfaction (Bourgeois, Sommer, Morris,
& Gillis, 2011; Bruno et al., 2008, Sommer & Bourgeois, 2010).
The study of outcomes related to having influence over others has great potential value to
organizations. In the I/O literature, helping behavior is referred to as organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) and is considered a highly desirable form of performance. OCB refers to any
behavior that benefits the social and psychological climate of either the team, department, or
organization but is not required or monitored by the organization (Organ, 1997). Examples
include staying late to meet a client deadline, helping a coworker with a task, or attending an
optional organizational function. If a single influence attempt can have a significant positive
effect on helping behavior in the lab, it follows that perceiving a more general sense of influence
over one’s coworkers would have an impact on work-related attitudes and potentially helping
behavior. It is important to test this relationship in an organizational setting and understand if
broader perceptions of influence over coworkers are related to OCB.
With the exception of one correlational study, the existing research examining the
outcomes of perceiving that one is able to successfully influence another person has been solely
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experimental, focused on the psychological and behavioral impact of a single influence attempt
(Bourgeois, Sommer, Morris, & Gillis, 2011; Bruno et al., 2008; Sommer and Bourgeois, 2010;
Sywulak, Sommer & Bourgeois, 2013). Work by Weick and colleagues has focused on how
social interactions help employees to understand the work environment and their place in it
through a process called “sense-making” (Weick, 1993; Weick, 1995). While single events can
have an impact on perceptions when they are extreme or very rare (Weick, 1993), generally
perceptions are formed over time and over many interactions (Maitlis, 2005). The current study
attempts to model perceived influence as a more generalized self-perception.
In addition to only modeling the outcome of a single attempt, the research population has
been limited to college undergraduates in a lab setting. The emergence of this line of
experimental research combined with the lack of study on peer influence at work represents an
important opportunity to fill this gap in the organizational literature.
Aim of the Current Study
The aim of this dissertation was to replicate and extend the experimentally supported
relationship between perceived influence and helping to an organizational setting. Because most
of the experimental work thus far has focused on people influencing peers, I attempted to model
this process amongst the peers most commonly encountered at work, one’s coworkers. I argue
that the relationship between influence and helping is mediated by two key interpersonal
processes that occur in organizations – social exchange and social identification. In the following
chapters, I review the literature on the links between social exchange, social identification, and
OCB and then present hypotheses about their relationships with perceived influence and argue
for their role as potential mediators of the impact of influence on OCB. In an attempt to further
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understand this process, I review certain aspects of the social environment - task interdependence
and group norms – and discuss how they might modify these relationships (see Figure 1).
In Chapter 2, I review the various conceptualizations of interpersonal influence in both
the social and I/O psychology literature, including recent work by Bourgeois and colleagues that
specifically examines the psychological and behavioral outcomes of successfully influencing
another person. In Chapter 3, I broadly review the current literature on helping in organizations
(OCB), with a special focus on how social interactions with coworkers relate to the performance
of OCB. In Chapter 4, I describe the various types of social exchange that have been studied in
organizations. I then focus in on the literature surrounding peer level exchanges – called team
member exchange (TMX) - and its relationship to OCB. I review the literature on the links
between TMX and OCB and offer predictions about the relationships between perceived
influence, TMX and OCB. In Chapter 5, I do the same for social identification, reviewing how
social identity theory has been applied to work teams to understand what drives OCB. I argue
that, like TMX, social identification with the work team can help to explain the relationship
between influence and helping.
In Chapter 6, I review two increasingly important characteristics of the social
environment at work - task interdependence and group norms – that have been shown to be
common moderators of team processes and are likely modify the relationships being examined in
the current research. I incorporate them as moderators into the current model (see Figure 1).
Chapter 7 documents the method used to test these relationships in an organizational setting. In
Chapter 8 I present the results of this study and Chapter 9 discusses the conclusions,
implications, and limitations of the current work while also providing suggestions for further
research.
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Theoretical and Practical Implications
Understanding the relationship between influence and OCB has both theoretical and
practical implications. Most of the social psychology research studying the outcomes of
successfully influencing others has limited its focus to the effects on the target of influence as
opposed to understanding the effects on the influencer and how his or her ability to influence
others impacts his or her own self-concept, attitudes and behaviors. Recent work has begun to
study the potential benefits for influencers and multiple lab experiments have found a positive
and significant relationship between successfully influencing another person and helping
behavior (Bruno, 2013; Bruno et al., 2008; Sywulak et al., 2013). However, while several
variables have been tested, the mediating mechanisms that connect successful influence to
helping behavior have yet to be uncovered. The current study attempts to partially fill this gap in
the literature by studying two potential mechanisms by which having influence over others leads
to a greater frequency of OCB – social exchange and social identification. It also represents the
first attempt to study how influence over others impacts the influencer’s perceptions and
behavior through an organizational psychology lens.
These results could also be valuable to managers in organizations as they move away
from rigid hierarchies toward specialized jobs in interdependent work (Adler, 2003). These
organizational trends make the task of influencing others critical to performance since workers
may not have the ability to simply induce compliance via formal authority. Organizations and
managers should also be aware that whether an employee feels they have the ability to influence
those on whom their own work depends can impact the quality of relationships with their
coworkers, identification, and OCB. Understanding these processes could potentially lead to
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methods for harnessing the influence process, allowing organizations to boost their workers’
well-being and encourage OCB.

Figure 1. The proposed model
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CHAPTER 2
INFLUENCING OTHERS
As jobs have become increasingly specialized and interdependent, requiring collaboration
in order to maximize decision-making, creativity, and productivity (Adler, 2003; Salas,
Goodwin, & Burke, 2008), influencing others has become n increasingly important requirement
for job performance at all levels of the organization. Research on interpersonal influence in
organizations has focused almost exclusively on how leaders influence their followers and the
effectiveness of different influence tactics for controlling employees' perceptions, behavior and
performance (see Den Hartog & Koopman, 2001). This work often treats influence and power as
synonymous even though work in both I/O and social psychology has shown them to be distinct
constructs and influence often happen even in the absence of power (Bass, 1981; Bennett, 1988;
Lunenberg, 2012). For the purpose of this paper, influence will be considered distinct from
power, with power defined as the potential for one person to cause another to act a certain way,
while influence is the actual act or process of successfully obtaining desired changes in attitudes
or behavior (Hinkin and Schriesheim, 1990).
Indirect Evidence Linking Social Influence to Psychological Well-Being
There is a wealth of evidence to support the idea that having influence (or a lack of
influence) causes strong psychological reactions for the influencer, even in infancy. In the still
face paradigm (e.g., Tronick, Adamson, Wise, & Brazelton, 1978), infants are observed in 3
periods: a normal interaction with an adult, a non-responsive ‘still-face’ episode in which the
adult becomes unresponsive and maintains a neutral facial expression despite attempts from the
infant to gain attention, and a reunion in which the adult resumes normal interaction. The stillface has been found to evoke marked changes in infant behavior, now known as the still-face
effect. Infants typically show increased gaze aversion, less smiling, and more negative affect
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during the still-face compared to normal face-to-face interaction (Gusella, Muir & Tronic, 1988;
Toda & Fogel, 1993). Crying, frustration, and distress have also been demonstrated (Adamson &
Frick, 2003). The failure of the child to elicit a response from the adult can be conceptualized as
a lack of influence, in which nothing the child does induces the adult to change his or her
behavior.
Research with adult subjects has shown that groups dislike and eventually reject members
who refuse attempts to be influenced. In one study (Schachter, 1951), researchers planted three
confederates into a group: a group deviate, who consistently disagreed with the group’s opinion,
a slider who initially disagreed, then moved toward agreement, and a mode who consistently
agreed. Groups initially directed most of the communication toward the deviate then decreased it
as it became clear he would not conform. They showed greater liking for the mode and the slider
and they rejected the deviate more frequently. Rejection of the group deviate was especially
likely when the group was very cohesive.
People also report more liking for individuals whom they influence as compared to those
they do not. In one study, participants reported greater liking for confederates who physically
mimicked their postures, mannerisms, and facial expressions than for confederates who did not
(Chartrand and Bargh, 1999). Another study that directly examined the link between influence
and helping found that participants who successfully persuaded another liked and were more
willing to help that person compared to participants who failed to persuade their target (Bruno et
al., 2008). There results indicate that, across various domains, people have strong and varied
reactions regarding their influence over others.
Leadership. Theories of leadership in I/O psychology provide further support for the
psychological importance of influence. Leader-member exchange theory, states that leaders may
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develop special relationships with a select group of employees, characterized by reciprocal
influence within the dyad. Subordinates in a high-exchange relationship receive higher levels of
responsibility, greater access to resources and most importantly, a greater degree of influence
over the leader and the group’s decisions (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, Orris, &
Johnson, 1973). This process of mutual influence between leader and subordinate has been
shown to lead to positive psychological outcomes such as satisfaction with supervision and
overall job satisfaction (Steers, Lyman, & Bigley, 1996). Positive associations have also been
found between LMX and subjective well-being (Epitropaki & Martin, 1999) as well as low
perceptions of work stress (Nelson, Basu, & Purdie, 1998).
Evidence for the positive impact of having influence in the workplace can also be found
in the mentoring literature. Research shows that mentors have a significant amount of influence
on their protégés’ careers in the form of coaching, professional development, and providing
career direction. Mentors also provide psychosocial support through functions such as role
modeling and counseling (Kram, 1985). In turn, mentors report an intrinsic sense of satisfaction
from helping younger employees develop as well as feelings of recognition and respect from
others in the organization (Kram, 1985). In a qualitative examination of mentors’ reactions to
mentoring, mentors frequently reported feeling a sense of pride and psychological fulfillment
from helping their protégés succeed (Eby & Lockwood, 2005). Similar work examining the
short-term and long-term benefits of mentoring found that mentors often reported short term
benefits such as personal satisfaction and feelings of well-being (Eby, Durley, Rosewood &
Ragins, 2006) as well as increased feelings of competence and control at work (Gist & Mitchell,
1992). While theories of leadership and mentoring do not explicitly include needs satisfaction as
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an outcome of these roles, it is evident that these positions of influence lead to positive
psychological outcomes.
Upward Influence. This type of influence has been less well-studied as it is less common
and dictated heavily, possibly even censured, by both organizational norms and the leaders’ own
styles (Krone, 1992). The research that does exist is focused on how situational factors and
leadership style impact the type of influence tactics used in upward influence attempts (Cheng,
1983, Farmer et al., 1997). In one study examining the impact of team members having influence
over the group’s leader on satisfaction and commitment, researchers manipulated a group
member’s perceived influence on their leader’s decision. Participants took part in a group
decision-making task in which they had to make a recommendation to the leader, who then made
the final decision. Participants were given false feedback about how much their personal
recommendation as well as the group’s opinion had influenced the leader’s final decision. The
researchers found that perceptions of high personal influence and low group influence predicted
both satisfaction (with the procedure, the decision, and one’s role in the group) and commitment
while low personal influence and high group influence predicted only commitment (Morris,
Hulbert, and Abrams, 2000). Again, these results lend support to the idea that influence has
unique psychological benefits.
Political Skill. Another area of research examining interpersonal influence in
organizations absent of the status differences inherent in the leader-follower relationship focuses
on the use of political skill to acquire interpersonal power within the organization. Political skill
is defined as the ability to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s standing in the
organization, as opposed to enhancing performance. Research supports positive outcomes for
those who possess high levels of political skill in that they perceive more self-efficacy and enjoy
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greater career success (Ferris & Hochwater, 2010; Ferris, Hochwarter, Douglas, Blass,
Kolodinsky, Treadway, 2002).
While the research reviewed above did not directly test the psychological and behavioral
impact of having influence over others, these results, spanning multiple areas of psychology,
support the idea that how we perceive our ability to influence others can have strong
psychological effects in addition to impacting our behavior. In summary, there is evidence that
successfully influencing others results in more liking for the target of influence (Schachter, 1952;
Chartrand & Bargh, 1999), more positive affect (Gusella et al., 1988), higher job satisfaction and
satisfaction with one’s supervisor (Steers et al., 1996), and higher levels of commitment (Morris
et al, 2000), self-efficacy and career success (Ferris & Hochwater, 2010; Ferris et al., 2002).
Direct Evidence for The Benefits of Having Influence Over Others
The research reviewed up to this point only provides indirect evidence that perceived
influence can impact attitudes and behavior. In an attempt to explain the relationship between
perceptions of successful or failed influence on psychological outcomes, Bourgeois, Sommer,
and Bruno (2009) proposed a model that seeks to explain why people would be motivated to try
to influence others. The model is partially based on the literature that examines why people
succumb to influence attempts – mainly to fulfill needs for accuracy, belonging, and self-worth
(see Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). Bourgeois, Sommer, and Bruno (2009) suggest that influencing
others (e.g., persuading someone that our opinion is correct) can fulfill these same needs.
Successfully influencing another person confirms the accuracy or appropriateness of one’s own
beliefs or attitudes, fulfilling a need for accuracy. A need for belongingness can also be fulfilled
getting others to comply, conform, or obey as it can lead to feelings of similarity and increased
liking, strengthening relationships between individuals and making one feel indispensable to
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others (Bourgeois et al., 2009; Byrne, 1971). Influencing others can increase self-worth by
creating a sense of accomplishment and acceptance. Simply achieving one’s goal of having
influence over another person makes people feel good about themselves (Bourgeois et al., 2009).
In addition to accuracy, belonging, and self-worth, the model includes two additional
needs -- control and meaningful existence -- that are fulfilled by having an influence on others.
These needs are found in other models of basic needs (Baumeister, 1991; Fiske, 2003). Control is
defined as the ability to predict and produce change in one’s environment and is considered
crucial to a sense of well-being (Fiske, 2003). Successfully influencing people can enhance
feelings of control by giving people the sense that they can direct and change the attitudes and
behaviors of those around them. The need for a meaningful existence refers to the idea that
people have an intrinsic motivation to make a lasting impact on the world. Being able to impact
another person or group fulfills these goals (see also Baumeister, 1991). The authors of the
model point to several everyday contexts in which influence can positively affect one’s sense of
meaning, such as teaching, mentorship, and parenting (Bourgeois et al., 2009).
Empirical support exists for this model, demonstrating that perceptions of successful
(compared to failed) influence significantly impact these various psychological needs as well as
other outcomes. In a correlational study, Sommer and Bourgeois (2010) found that people high
in the perceived ability to influence others reported higher levels of self-worth, control, and life
meaning and that these states in turn enhanced subjective well-being. The authors also examined
whether these effects were context specific and found that the relationship between influence,
need fulfillment and subjective wellbeing did in fact differ based on context. Specifically, they
found that perceived ability to influence one’s romantic partner predicted relationship
satisfaction via an increased sense of belongingness and meaning but as not related to job
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satisfaction. In contrast, perceived ability to influence at work predicted job satisfaction via a
sense of control and meaning but not relationship satisfaction (Sommer & Bourgeois, 2010).
These results indicate that context matters, with romantic partners who are able to influence their
partners experiencing an enhanced sense of well-being via increases in feelings of being valued
and accepted by their partner while those who are able to influence coworkers experience wellbeing (in the form of job satisfaction) more through an increased sense of control and meaning in
their work.
In an experimental test of the model, Bourgeois et al. (2011) found that people who
believed they had persuaded another person to agree with them on an issue reported higher levels
of self-worth, belongingness, control, and meaning than those who believed they failed to
persuade the other person. A follow-up study demonstrated that these greater levels of need
fulfillment were specific to success in influencing another person to change their opinion and
were not observed in participants who were simply told they had been generally successful on
the task.
In a study examining another type of influence – obedience - researchers found that men
who experienced disobedience (compared to obedience) in a simulated work setting reported
lower levels of belongingness, control, and self-worth (Sommer, et al, 2011). They also found
that these decreases in need fulfillment mediated an increase in negative affect.
The results reviewed above focus on the psychological effects that follow from successful
or failed influence. While more research is needed to understand which needs are consistently
impacted by perceived influence in certain contexts, these studies provide compelling evidence
that perceived influence impacts well-being. Another outcome of perceived influence that has
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more consistent support is helping behavior. This research is reviewed in more detail in the
following section.
Interpersonal Influence and Helping Behavior
Several experiments have directly examined the relationship between interpersonal
influence and the outcome of helping behavior. In one experiment, participants played the role of
a manager in a simulated work paradigm. They were told they were trying to influence a
coworker (actually a confederate) to adopt or reject their idea and were given false feedback as to
whether they succeeded or failed in their attempt. The results indicated that participants who had
influence over their coworker showed increased feelings of belonging, control and self-worth as
well as higher levels of liking for that coworker compared to participants who did not have
influence. Successful influencers also were more willing to help the target compared to those
who lacked influence. Liking for the target was tested as a mediator of the relationship between
influence and helping however, influence remained a significant predictor of helping even after
adding liking to the model. This result indicates that influence predicts a willingness to help
above and beyond any effect due to liking (Bruno et al., 2008).
A dissertation study examined the effects of power and rewards on the relationship
between influence and helping behavior (Bruno, 2014). Three lab experiments demonstrated that,
in addition to higher levels of various needs, successfully influencing another person consistently
led to more liking, increased feelings of similarity with the target and more willingness to help
the target. In two studies, the outcome of the influence attempt (success vs. failure) interacted
with power such that when the target of influence was a subordinate as opposed to a peer, using
soft power tactics, like persuasion, led to greater willingness to help the target of influence
compared to when hard tactics, like coercion, were used, indicating that the target of influence
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can affect how successful influence impacts the influencer. Another experiment showed that
being rewarded for successfully influencing a peer led to more helping of that target than being
rewarded just for trying . Need fulfillment, liking, and feelings of similarity were each predicted
to at least partially mediate the relationship between influence and helping behavior in these
studies, however, none were found to be significant (Bruno, 2014).
Another study examined whether the ingroup/outgroup status of the target moderated the
effect of successful or failed persuasion on psychological and behavioral outcomes. Participants
were given a word association test and led to believe they were inductive thinkers based on the
results. They then attempted to persuade an inductive thinker, a deductive thinker, or an
unclassified target (the control group). Results showed that successful (compared to failed)
influence led to higher levels of self-reported control, social identification with the ingroup
(inductive thinkers), and helping behaviors directed toward that ingroup. In this study, helping
was operationalized as how many flyers the participant agreed to distribute to help ingroup
members, in this case, the Inductive Thinkers’ Club. While successful, compared to failed,
persuasion led to more helping, social identification did not significantly mediate this
relationship. However, the test of mediation only failed because social identification did not
predict helping behavior in this study. A significant positive relationship between social
identification with one’s team (Blader & Tyler, 2009) or organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1994)
and OCB has been supported by organizational research, therefore it is possible that participants
were not able to form a real sense of identification within the context of the experiment. While
the mediating mechanism could not be specified in this study, these results show that
successfully influencing someone leads to higher identification with one’s ingroup as well as
more helping behaviors, compared to failed influence. Further, influence led to more helping
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directed toward an entire group, not just the specific target who was influenced (Sywulak,
Sommer & Bourgeois, 2013). One limitation of this study is that participants were not given the
option to help the outgroup. This is similar to the other studies examining influence and helping,
in which participants were only given the option to help the target of influence. Therefore, it is
unclear whether successful influencing someone leads to targeted helping or just makes people
feel more helpful in general. Since, in organizations, employees have choices about the target of
their OCB, the current study attempts to answer this question by examining the relationship of
perceived influence with specific types of OCB.
As reviewed above, multiple studies have found a positive, causal relationship between
successfully influencing another person and helping behavior (Bruno, 2013; Bruno et al., 2008;
Sywulak et al., 2013). However, while several variables have been tested, the mediating
mechanism between influencing others and helping others is still unknown. Influence attempts
are by their very nature interpersonal and how successfully (or unsuccessfully) an employee is
able to influence their colleagues likely impacts how they perceive their relationships with those
colleagues as well as how they behave towards them. The major limitation that all these studies
share is that they took place in a lab setting, where the influencer had no relationship with the
target of influence outside of the study. In order to truly understand how this process plays out in
the real world, it is important to study the outcomes of influencing others where relationships are
already formed and ongoing and influence attempts are likely to occur (e.g., the workplace). In
the following chapter, I review how helping behavior has been defined and studied in the
organizational literature (as OCB), as well some of the most well-supported antecedents to this
behavior. I then review literature supporting social processes as a particularly strong predictor of
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OCB and lay out the framework for the current study which seeks to understand if these social
processes can help explain the relationship between influence and OCB.
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Definition of OCB

CHAPTER 3
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR

Helping behavior in the organizational literature is termed organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB). It is defined as any action employees take that is outside the scope of their role
but has positive implications for organizational effectiveness (Organ, 1988). Typically, these
behaviors are discretionary – they are not required or monitored by the organization or formally
rewarded even though they often benefit the social and psychological climate of either the team,
department, or organization (Organ, 1997). In this section, I describe how OCB has been
conceptualized in the literature, review the major findings to date about OCB and then argue for
the importance of studying social processes when trying to understand what motivates OCB.
OCB has been shown to be significantly related to many important organizational
outcomes including job satisfaction (Bateman & Organ, 1983), supervisor ratings of performance
(Borman, White & Dorsey, 1995) and turnover (Chen, Hui, & Sego, 1998). Because OCB
requires additional effort and is not formally enforced by the organization, it has a wider variety
of determinants compared to required job behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and
Bachrach, 2000). The earliest studied antecedents of OCB focused on employee characteristics
such as disposition and affect but have come to include organizational characteristics, task
characteristics, leadership behavior, and more (Podsakoff et al, 2000).
Dimensions of OCB
There are a number of models specifying the dimensionality of OCB. Smith, Organ, and
Near (1983) used structured interviews with supervisors to try to understand the structure
underlying work behavior that was helpful though not required. They found two factors of OCB
– behavior that specifically served to help another individual (altruism) and more impersonal
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behaviors such as being punctual (generalized compliance). Organ (1988) proposed a more
specific taxonomy specifying five types of OCB, including altruism, conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, civic virtue and courtesy. Interestingly, a meta-analysis examining the
relationships between the specific facets of OCB proposed by Organ and its most well studied
predictors (e.g., job satisfaction, leader support) found the facets to be highly related to one
another. They also concluded that the direction or strength of these facets’ relationships with
common predictors of OCB were not distinguishable from one another, indicating that the
relationship between these common predictors and OCB is the same no matter how OCB is
conceptualized (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002).
Another approach has been to examine OCB in terms of the target of helping. Williams
and Anderson (1991) studied OCB by distinguishing the beneficiary of the behavior. They
argued that altruism was too narrow a definition that ignored the potential interpersonal benefit
of helping a coworker and that generalized compliance was motivated by fear of punishment.
They re-conceptualized altruism as OCB-I, helping behaviors targeted at specific individuals
(e.g., assisting a coworker with her workload) and generalized compliance as OCB-O, helping
targeted at the organization at large (e.g., staying late). They found evidence that these types of
OCB, while correlated, were differentially related to predictor variables. Coleman and Borman
(2000) found further support for this distinction. They had subject matter experts sort behaviors
into categories based on their similarity to one another. Based on their analyses, they found that
OCB grouped into three categories, interpersonal citizenship (OCB-I), organizational citizenship
(OCB-O) and job-task citizenship. The third dimension refers to dedication, persistence, and
effort aimed at the job, although some argue this falls outside the definition of OCB (LePine,
Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Further work has demonstrated that antecedents can differ based on the
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specific type of OCB being investigated. For example, agreeableness had a stronger positive
relationship with OCB-I than OCB-O while conscientiousness showed the opposite pattern and
was more positively related to OCB-O (Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller & Johnson, 2006). Examining
affect, positive affect has a weak positive relationship with OCB-I while negative affect actually
has a weak positive relationship with OCB-O (Podsakoff et al, 2000).
The research on OCB also lacks a clear classification system for the different levels of
helping behavior that people engage in (Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Choi (2009)
focused on the construct of group level helping, defined as “group members’ voluntary helping
behavior that provides assistance for preventing or resolving work-related problems of other
members” (p. 1398). Within groups, helping includes behaviors like collaboration and
cooperation that further the group or organization’s collective goals. Because different types of
OCB can have unique antecedents, it is important to study the impact of perceived influence on
both OCB-I and OCB-O to see how the relationships may differ. Further, as some work has
shown OCB to look different in group settings than when working individually (Choi, 2009), it is
important to consider how the motivation for OCB may be impacted by the immediate social
climate in the organization.
The Impact of Social Processes on OCB
As influence attempts are, at their foundation, a specific type of social interaction, it is
informative to study the literature regarding the impact of social processes on OCB. Whether or
not individuals are willing to help their coworkers voluntarily is often based on an assessment of
their relationships with them. Two theories from social psychology - social exchange theory and
social identity theory - help to explain why our interactions and relationships matter so much in
predicting OCB.
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Theories of social exchange have widely been used to explain OCB, positing that when
employees feel they are treated fairly and respectfully, they repay that benefit by expressing
positive job attitudes and engaging in behaviors that help the organization, supervisor or team
(Organ, 1988, Organ and Konovsky, 1989). These social contracts are vague and allow perceived
rewards or benefits to be repaid in a number of ways, including extra effort exerted for in-role
duties. Exchange relationships have been studied at the level of the organization, the supervisor,
and peers with results indicate that high-quality relationships, regardless of type, tend to be
associated with positive psychological and behavioral outcomes for employees, including higher
overall job satisfaction and better subjective well-being, compared to peers with low exchange
relationships (Epitropaki & Martin, 1999; Steers, et al., 1996; Love & Forret, 2008).
Another theory from social psychology that has been used to explain motivations for
OCB - social identity theory – predicts that identification with a group can drive intrinsic
motivation to engage in OCB. Group- and organization-directed helping behaviors require more
effort than task behaviors and are therefore seen as more discretionary by management or the
organization. Because social pressure to perform these behaviors is weaker (i.e., there is no
explicit benefit for performing them or punishment for failing to perform them), the motivation
to perform them has to be somewhat intrinsic (Tyler & Blader, 2000). Social identity theory
posits that when people identify with a group, they internalize the groups’ goals as their own.
Group success becomes equivalent to individual success, motivating individuals to act in service
of the group, even when they are not directed explicitly to do so (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler &
Blader, 2000). Based on this research, it seems that social identification could also be a key part
of the process leading to OCB in teams.
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Experimental work in lab settings provides evidence that perceiving an ability to
influence others consistently leads to more helping behavior (Bruno, 2013; Bruno et al., 2008;
Sywulak et al., 2013). However, while several mediating variables have been tested, the
mediating mechanism between influencing others and helping others is still unknown. As
influence is an inherently social process, theories of social exchange and social identification
make sense as possible explanations of the relationship between influence and OCB. In the
remainder of this paper, I argue that the perceived ability to influence others at work, specifically
one’s coworkers, is a potential antecedent of OCB-I through its effect on social exchange and
social identification processes. I argue that perceived influence over coworkers is expected to
have a positive impact on exchange relationships (TMX) and social identification and that these
interpersonal processes mediate the relationship between perceived influence and OCB. I also
argue that these processes are target specific, such that perceived influence over other people
impacts attitudes and behaviors in relation to the target(s) of influence. Therefore, perceived
influence over one’s coworkers is only expected to impact citizenship behavior that benefits
those coworkers (OCB-I), not the broader organization (OCB-O). It is predicted that
H1. Perceived ability to influence one’s teammates will be significantly and positively
related to interpersonal citizenship behavior (OCB-I).
In the following chapters, I more thoroughly describe social exchange (Chapter 4) and
describe the various types of exchange relationships that have been studied. I review literature
that supports social exchange perceptions as an extrinsic (versus intrinsic) driver of OCB-I. I
present hypotheses that predict the level of perceived influence a person has over their coworkers
is positively related to their perceptions of TMX and that TMX has the potential to explain
significant variance in the relationship between influence and OCB-I. In Chapter 5, I describe

22

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
social identity theory in more depth and review research that examines the relationship of social
identification with both OCB and perceived influence. I present hypotheses predicting that the
level of social identification with one’s coworkers offers potential as another mediator of the
relationship between perceived influence and helping behavior.
In Chapter 6, I review two important characteristics of the work environment - task
interdependence and group norms – that have been shown to be important moderators of social
processes in team-based environments and likely modify the relationships hypothesized in the
current study. I incorporate them as moderators into the model in order to further clarify the
relationship between influence and OCB (see Figure 1).
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CHAPTER 4
SOCIAL EXCHANGE
Theories of social exchange are often used to explain behavior in group settings (Blau,
1964) and are helpful for understanding what drives OCB in particular (Organ, 1988).
Interactions with coworkers can involve economic exchanges or social exchanges. Economic
exchanges refer to the exchange of concrete benefits. Economic exchanges tend to be more
short-term and the terms of repayment are generally quite clear. In contrast, social exchanges can
be more long term and include social and emotional benefits. In organizations, when employees
feel they are treated fairly and respectfully, they repay that fair treatment by expressing positive
job attitudes and engaging in behaviors that help the organization (Organ, 1988, Organ and
Konovsky, 1989). These social contracts are vague and allow perceived rewards or benefits to be
repaid in a number of ways, including special effort exerted for in-role duties, increased
commitment to the organization, and OCB directed at the provider of positive treatment such as a
supervisor, a teammate, or even the organization itself (McNeely & Meglino, 1994; Organ,
1988). Social exchange is especially relevant to understanding contextual performance (i.e.,
OCB) because such behavior is discretionary and not necessarily prescribed by the organization
so employees have more of a choice whether and when to enact it (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).
Social Exchange and OCB
Because of its ability to explain motivation for non-required effort, social exchange is a
well-accepted framework for explaining OCB (Organ, 1988, Organ and Konovsky, 1989). It’s
also quite through in that it describes exchange relationships at multiple levels of the
organization. Employees can and do form different relationships with various targets, such as the
supervisors, the organization and peers (Lavelle, Rupp & Brocker, 2007). The various effects
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found for each type of exchange relationship – with the leader, the organization, and the team –
are described below.
Types of Social Exchange
There are three types of social exchange that have been studied in the organizational
literature – leader-member exchange (LMX), perceived organizational support (POS), and more
recently, team-member exchange (TMX). For all types, high quality exchange relationships are
associated with psychological benefits and desired behaviors although employees can have
different quality exchanges with different targets (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Steers et al.,
1996).
Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory states that leaders may develop special
relationships with particular individuals in their team, characterized by high exchange within the
dyad. Employees in high-exchange relationships report more positive psychological outcomes
such as higher satisfaction with supervision, higher overall job satisfaction, and better subjective
well-being compared to peers with low exchange relationships (Epitropaki & Martin, 1999;
Steers et al., 1996). Good relationships with a supervisor can lead to benefits beyond what
is formally agreed upon with the organization (e.g., increased autonomy). In order to repay and
retain these benefits, employees will engage in OCB directed at supervisors and coworkers
(OCB-I) and the broader organization (OCB-O).
Perceived organizational support (POS) concerns the employee’s exchange relationship
with the organization overall and results from employees’ tendency to assign human-like
characteristics to the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Employees will credit or blame the
organization for its agents (e.g., leaders) actions. Employees perceive a positive exchange
relationship with the organization when they feel their work is valued and their well-being is
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cared for (Eisenberger, 1996). Common antecedents of POS include fairness perceptions, and
organizational reward systems (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
More recently, researchers have begun to examine exchange relationships with peer level
coworkers, specifically team members. The study of TMX arose from the increased popularity of
self-managed teams within organizations. Self-managing teams have a higher degree of
autonomy from their supervisors compared to traditional teams. They monitor and manage their
own performance and have more decision-making responsibility. Because the supervisor is not
directing how the team does its work, team members must negotiate and influence each other to
come to consensus on role definitions and how the team does its work, making day to day team
interactions even more critical to team performance (Hackman, 1987).
The construct of TMX is relevant to more traditionally managed teams as well. It is
defined as “the reciprocity between a member and his or her team with respect to the member’s
contribution of ideas, feedback, and assistance to other members and, in turn, the member’s
receipt of information, help, and recognition from other team members” (Seers et al., 1995, p.
21). It is conceptualized as an ongoing process of reciprocation such that individuals aggregate
their perception of social exchanges with individual team members over time and across the team
resulting in a stable, general perception of exchange quality with the team as a whole (Seers et
al., 1995). TMX has been shown to provide incremental variance above and beyond other types
of social exchange relationships for key organizational outcomes like organizational commitment
and job satisfaction (Banks, Batchelor, Seers et al., 2013).
TMX and Interpersonal Influence
Influence is a fundamentally social act. While influencing others can have important
instrumental outcomes for one's ability to perform their job especially within a team, it is
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important to consider the potential social and psychological outcomes of having influence over
teammates. Experimental research has repeatedly demonstrated that perceiving influence over
others leads to greater psychological well-being, increased helping behavior, and more positive
perceptions of the target of influence (Bourgeois et al., 2011; Bruno et al, 2008; Sommer, Parson,
Bruno & Bourgeois, 2011, Sywulak et al., 2013). Extending these results to organizations,
employees who perceive that their colleagues generally yield to their influence attempts should
feel that their ideas and contributions are valued and accepted by their coworkers. These are
traits that characterize high exchange relationships with teammates. Conversely, employees who
feel they cannot influence their teammates would not perceive as high a level of quality
exchanges with their coworkers. Therefore, it is predicted that:
H2. Perceived ability to influence one’s teammates will be significantly and positively
related to one’s perceptions of team-member exchange.
TMX and OCB
In describing how exchange relationships explain the motivation to perform citizenship
behavior, Anderson and Williams (1996) wrote “high-quality working relationships would be
characterized by a mutual sense of concern for each other and a sense of responsibility” (p. 284).
Therefore, high-quality TMX relationships, like other social exchange relationships, make sense
for predicting OCB because teammates want to help each other when they perceive their
relationships to be good. They are motivated to offer assistance and support to coworkers in
order to maintain a high level of exchange. As TMX is a relatively new construct, research on
the relationship between TMX and OCB is still in the early stages. Existing studies generally
support a positive relationship. One study found that TMX provided additional variance in
predicting OCB above and beyond both LMX and personality traits like agreeableness and
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conscientiousness (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007). In another study, researchers found that that
perceptions of TMX were positively related to both in-role performance and OCB. While the
measure of OCB used in that study included items measuring both OCB-I and OCB-O, results
for each type of OCB were not reported (Liu, Loi, & Lam, 2011).
Another study examined if TMX was differentially related to the five facets in the model
of OCB described by Organ (1988). Altruism, an intrinsic desire to help others and courtesy, a
concern for how one’s behavior affects others would be categorized as OCB-I. Civic virtue,
which includes increasing organizational knowledge and promoting the organization, is a form of
OCB-O. Conscientiousness, or dependability, and sportsmanship, which involves keeping a good
attitude in the face of adversity, can be helpful to both coworkers and the organization. They
found that TMX was significantly related to altruism, conscientiousness, civic virtue and
courtesy, but not to sportsmanship, again indicating the TMX does not impact all types of OCB
in the same way.
Studies of LMX and POS also indicate that social exchange perceptions do not impact all
types of OCB equally. One study showed positive relationships between LMX and both OCB-I
and OCB-O (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Tansky, 1993), however, when both LMX and POS were
examined within the same study, LMX showed a much stronger positive relationship with OCB-I
than POS (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Similarly, even though both types of exchange
relationships have been shown to be related to organizational commitment, when studied
together, POS predicted organizational commitment while LMX did not. LMX predicted both inrole behavior and OCB-I whereas POS did not (Manogran & Conlon, 1993; Settoon et al, 1996;
Shore & Wayne, 1993). Taken together, these results indicate that the target of OCB matters when repayment behaviors take the form of OCB, they tend to be directed toward the source of

28

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
received benefits. In order to better understand how TMX relates to different forms of OCB, the
current study will measure both OCB directed at teammates (OCB-I) as well as OCB directed at
the organization (OCB-O) however it is predicted that TMX will only be related to OCB-I
because the source of positive exchanges are coworkers and not the organization. The following
hypotheses are offered:
H3. Perceptions of team-member exchange will be significantly and positively related to
OCB-I directed at coworkers.
Team member exchange theory predicts that those who perceive high quality exchanges
with their coworkers will be motivated to repay these benefits in order to keep the relationship
with the team balanced. Based on the work by Bourgeois and colleagues, employees who
perceive a high degree of influence over their coworkers should experience positive
psychological benefits as well as more positive perceptions of their team – both of which would
support perceptions of high quality relationships with their team. One way in which they could
choose to repay these benefits and maintain high quality exchanges is thorough OCB directed at
coworkers. Employees who feel they cannot influence their teammates would not receive these
benefits, would be less likely to perceive their relationship with their teammates as high quality,
and therefore would be less likely to engage in OCB toward their coworkers. It is predicted that:
H4. Perceptions of team member exchange will mediate the relationship between
perceived ability to influence one’s teammates and OCB-I directed at coworkers.
In addition to social exchange theories, researchers have attempt to explain OCB and other
discretionary work behaviors using social identification theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; van
Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000). In the next chapter, I review social identity theory and its
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application in organizations. I then present an argument that positions social identification as
another important potential mediator of the relationship between perceived influence and OCB.

30

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
CHAPTER 5
SOCIAL IDENTITY
Social identity theory is another theory that has been useful to study organizational
processes (Ashforth & Mael, 1994) and may help explain the relationship between perceived
influence and OCB. One of the best replicated effects in social psychology is the ingroup bias, or
more specifically, ingroup favoritism (Brewer, 1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 2004).
Social Identity Theory
According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2004), people have a natural
inclination to categorize themselves and others into groups (Tajfel, 1970). People may be
classified in multiple categories (e.g., demographic group or organizational membership), and
different individuals may utilize different categorization schemas. Social identification is most
often described as the perception of oneness with, or belongingness to some group or groups
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 2004). Once categorized, people show a strong bias toward those they
consider members of their own groups, holding more positive attitudes and allocating more
resources to ingroup members, compared to outgroup members. Studies using the minimal
groups paradigm (Tajfel, 1970, Tajfel, Billig, Bundy & Flament, 1971) have revealed that even
arbitrary and virtually meaningless distinctions between groups (e.g. the color of their shirts) can
trigger a tendency to favor one's own group over other groups (Bigler, Spears Brown, & Markell,
2001).
Other studies have revealed a corresponding effect, such that when an individual is made
to feel dissimilar from ingroup members, in group favoritism is reduced in terms of allocation of
resources (Allen & Wilder, 1975) and evaluative ratings (Brewer & Silver, 1978). Brewer
(1979) attributed this decrease in favoritism to a decrease in identification with the ingroup when
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dissimilarity is discovered. Correspondingly, when identification with the ingroup is reduced, so
is liking and helping behavior toward the ingroup.
Identification in Organizations
Because identification with an ingroup motivates favorable attitudes and behaviors
directed at that ingroup, organizations have been especially interested in what drives someone to
identify with their organizations or smaller groups within it. Research on social identity in
organizations reveals that having highly identified employees is linked to a number of benefits.
When employees incorporate their role in the organization into their self-identity, they show
higher levels of intrinsic motivation (van Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000), task performance
(van Knippenberg, 2000) and job satisfaction (Carmeli, Gilat, & Waldman, 2007) as well as
lower levels of turnover and turnover intentions (Mael & Ashforth, 1995). High organizational
identification also predicts more positive attitudes toward organizational change interventions
(i.e., a change in company leadership; Fuchs & Edwards, 2012).
The concept of social identity in the organizational and management literature has
traditionally focused on the concept of the self in relation to the organization (e.g., Ibarra &
Barbules cu, 2010; Pratt, Rickman, & Kaufmann, 2006). However, as organizations have moved
towards team-based structures, the need to examine identity at the group level has become
increasingly important (Cole, Schaninger, and Harris, 2002). Identification with one’s workgroup
has been shown to have an impact on the same outcomes as identification with the organization
and high levels of workgroup identification lead to more effective group dynamics as well as
more positive perceptions of the team among team members (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley,
2008). Social identification is of particular importance to organizations because it can drive
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motivation to engage in OCB. The link between social identity and OCB is supported by
research on the group engagement model, described in the next section.
Identification and OCB: The Group Engagement Model
While most of the work applying social identity theory to organizations has focused on
organization-level identification, other work has begun to more closely examine identification at
the team level. One model of OCB in groups that has been supported in initial studies is Tyler
and Blader’s group engagement model (1993, 1995) which was originally developed in an
attempt to understand the role of justice in social interactions. Studies of justice perceptions
showed that even when the outcome of a process was ultimately unfavorable to them
(distributive justice was low), people would rate a process as fair if they had a “voice” and felt
their concerns were being considered by decisions makers (Tyler, 1987). These results led to the
study of a new dimension of justice perceptions called interpersonal justice which is defined as
degree to which people are treated properly, with dignity, politeness, and respect (Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Because interpersonal encounters are so frequent in
organizations, interpersonal justice is often more relevant and psychologically meaningful to
employees compared to other types of justice information and can have stronger effects on and
behavior (Bies, 2005; Fassina, Jones, & Uggerslev, 2008). Interpersonal justice perceptions are
key to engaging meaningfully with certain groups as people only want to incorporate groups into
their personal identity and expend effort on group goals if they perceive value and safety in
doing so. Interpersonal justice perceptions have been shown to be an especially robust predictor
of both positive and negative discretionary work behavior. Positive perceptions of justice have
been shown to be one of the most robust predictors of organizational citizenship behaviors while
negative justice perceptions have been shown to lead to the opposite of OCB - workplace
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deviance, with the severity of deviance ranging from withholding effort to displaying physical
aggression (Holtz & Harold, 2013; Greenberg & Lind, 2000; Organ & Ryan, 1995).
Research on the group engagement model by Tyler and Blader (2000) has provided
evidence that social identification processes explain the powerful effect of justice perceptions on
behaviors - especially for instances of cooperation and discretionary effort within work teams better than resource-based motivations (as posited by social exchange theory; Thibaut & Kelley,
1959, Seers, 1995). They argue that much of the reason that group identification leads to such
robust, positive outcomes is that it is multi-dimensional, containing both cognitive and evaluative
components. The cognitive component of identification refers to an individual’s sense of “oneness” with a group and group norms provide a framework to guide an individual’s beliefs and
behavior. The evaluative component provides psychological benefits relevant to an individual’s
personal identity and consists of two components, pride and respect. Pride is based on the
individual’s evaluation of the group’s reputation among outsiders. It is an assessment of the
group’s social status. When group members identify with a group they regard as high status, it
increases their own sense of self-worth. Respect refers to evaluations of one’s standing within
the group. Group members that feel more highly regarded within the group should feel a
stronger sense of identity compared to those with lower status. The psychological effects of
group identification are so desirable that people will engage in extra behavioral efforts to further
the goals of the group to maintain these positive feelings (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader,
2000). Therefore, a multi-dimensional conceptualization of social identity is key to
understanding why people join and actively participate in groups and organizations.
According to the group engagement model, when people identify with a group, they
internalize the groups’ goals and group success becomes equivalent to individual success. This
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then motivates individuals to act on behalf of the group (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader,
2000). Social identification is especially relevant for explaining OCB because, since the social
pressure to perform OCB is weaker (compared to in-role behaviors), performing OCBs is more
discretionary and therefore the motivation to perform them has to be intrinsic (Blader & Tyler,
2009; Tyler & Blader, 2000).
In initial tests of the model, Blader and Tyler (2009) measured employee perceptions of
procedural and distributive justice and the three components of social identification
(identification, pride, and respect). They also collected supervisor reports of employee extra role
behavior. Results from two field samples revealed that employees who identified most strongly
with their workgroups (Study 1) or organizations (Study 2) also engaged in the highest levels of
extra role behavior towards their workgroups and organizations, respectively. In these studies,
social identity was assessed by gauging employees’ overall sense of identification with their
workgroup or organization (a cognitive component), as well as employees’ pride in the group,
and perceptions of being respected within the group (evaluative components). Social
identification fully mediated the relationship between both procedural and distributive justice
perceptions and supervisor ratings of extra role behavior. Further analyses revealed that the
multidimensional conceptualization of social identification was more effective for explaining
variation in extra role behavior. When the evaluative components of pride and respect were
removed from the model, less variance in extra role behavior was explained and identification
only partially mediated the relationship between justice perceptions and extra role behavior.
These findings highlight the importance of social identification as a key component in
understanding the process by which individuals choose to engage in helping behaviors for the
groups with which they identify.

35

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
While they did not examine differences in the type of extra role behavior displayed
(OCB-I vs. OCB-O), Blader and Tyler’s (2009) work demonstrates that social identification is
target specific such that, work group and organizational level identification predicted helping
toward workgroup members and the organization respectively. Based on this research, it seems
that an employee’s level of social identification with their workgroup would motivate helping
directed at the workgroup (OCB-I) but not helping behaviors directed at the broader organization
(OCB-O) while identification with the organization would motivate OCB-O, but not necessarily
OCB-I. Therefore, it is predicted that:
H5. Social identification with one’s team will be significantly and positively to
organizational citizenship behaviors directed at one’s coworkers (OCB-I).
Social Identity and Interpersonal Influence
As reviewed above, social identity is made up of three separate components - a sense of
identification with the workgroup or organization (identification), a sense that the group is
viewed positively (pride), and a sense that one is individually valued by other members of the
group (respect). Experiments have shown that successfully influencing another person increases
perceptions of similarity with the target of influence (Bruno et al, 2008; Bruno, 2013). Being
able to influence the thoughts, feelings, or behaviors of one’s coworkers should bolster
perceptions of shared attitudes and beliefs, positively impacting one’s sense that they are a
meaningful part of the group. Additionally, if team members are willing to change their thoughts,
feelings, or behavior based on an individual’s suggestion or request, it would create a sense of
being personally valued by the team, increasing feelings of respect. It is not expected that
perceived influence over one’s teammates would impact perceptions of how the team is valued
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by outsiders so it is not expected that influence will impact pride in the team. Therefore, it is
predicted that:
H6a. Perceived ability to influence one’s coworkers will be significantly and positively
related to one’s level of perceived identification with the team.
H6b. Perceived ability to influence one’s coworkers will be significantly and positively
related to one’s level of perceived respect within the team.
If an ability to influence one’s teammates has a positive effect on social identification
with the team, based on the group engagement model, it should explain motivation to engage in
OCB directed at the team (OCB-I). Conversely, those who do not feel their identity is
intertwined with that of the group should not feel that intrinsic motivation to exert additional
effort to help members of that group. Further, individuals who feel they can influence their
coworkers will feel more similar to them and more readily integrate the team identify into their
own self-concept. This will then motivate them to internalize team goals and exert extra effort to
achieve those goals in the form of OCB directed at coworkers.
H7. The relationship between one’s perceived ability to influence their coworkers and
OCB-I will be mediated by one’s level of social identification with their coworkers.
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CHAPTER 6
THE ROLE OF TASK INTERDEPENDENCE AND GROUP NORMS
If social processes mediate the relationships between an employee’s perceived level of
influence over their coworkers and their helping behavior toward coworkers (OCB-Is), they are
inevitably influenced by the social characteristics of the workplace. Models of interpersonal
processes and behavior in work teams often include task interdependence and group norms as
key moderators (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Blader & Tyler, 2009; DeChurch &
Mesmer-Magnus, 2010).
As the processes under study are interpersonal in nature, I attempt to clarify the
relationships being investigated here by incorporating two group context variables into the model
that have been shown to impact workgroup processes in past research – task interdependence and
group norms (specifically those for competition versus cooperation). I review some of the recent
findings for each moderator and then propose hypotheses for how these variables are expected to
impact the proposed mediation paths in the model.
Task interdependence
Task interdependence is a team structural variable that is commonly examined as a
moderator of team processes (Beal, et al., 2003; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). Teams
that must rely heavily on each other for information, resources, and other inputs in order to
achieve team goals are considered highly interdependent (Wageman, 1995). More specifically,
task interdependence influences the social context in which team members operate, making
interactions with team members more frequent and more consequential to team functioning and
increasing the potential for conflict. The more interdependent the team’s tasks are, the more team
members must interact with each other in order to get work done, heightening the importance of
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interpersonal treatment by team members (Brass, 1981; van der Vegt, van de Vliert, &
Oosterhof, 2003). One study found that task interdependence moderated the relationship between
LMX differentiation and perceptions of interactional justice. Specifically, they found that teams
with high LMX differentiation (in which leaders had close relationships with some subordinates
and more distant relationships with others), team members had more negative perceptions of
interactional justice when the team was highly interdependent. The moderating effect was not
observed in the relationship between LMX differentiation and perceptions of distributive justice.
The authors concluded that in highly interdependent teams, team members communicate more
and share more information, including information about their relationship with the leader,
increasing the chance that team members may perceive the leader's treatment of team members
as unfair, thereby negatively impacting perceptions of interactional justice (Guohong Han & Bai,
2014).
In a meta-analysis examining the impact of task interdependence on the relationship
between team trust and team performance, results indicated that task interdependence moderated
the relationship between trust and performance such that the relationship was significantly
stronger when teams were highly interdependent. The authors concluded that trust becomes more
critical in highly interdependent teams because interpersonal interactions are critical to team
success. Therefore, highly interdependent teams low in trust will also have low performance
(DeJong, Dirks, & Gillespie, 2016).
Because the current study seeks to examine social processes as a potential mediator of the
relationship between perceived influence and OCB-I and considering that task interdependence
has been shown to impact interpersonal processes and perceptions of team members significantly
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(Brass, 1981; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; DeJong, et al., 2016; van der Vegt et al., 2003), it
is important to include this variable in the current model.
When teams are highly interdependent, they interact more frequently and relationships
with teammates are more critical to the successful completion of work. Individuals who already
have high quality exchange relationships with their team members will be more concerned with
monitoring these relationships to ensure that they stay balanced and in good standing.
Heightened concern for relationships may also lead team members to engage in more prosocial
behavior, like OCB-I, to keep relationships strong. Conversely, individuals who do not have high
quality relationships within the team are more likely to experience conflict with other team
members when their work is interdependent and successful performance is dependent on high
quality interactions with other team members. They are then less likely to engage in OCB-I
directed at the people they work with. Therefore, it is predicted that the relationship between
TMX and OCB-I will be stronger when work is highly interdependent compared to when
coworkers are less dependent on one another. It is predicted that:
H8a: The level of task interdependence will moderate the positive relationship between
TMX and OCB-I such that the relationship will be stronger for those working in teams
high in task interdependence compared to those working in teams low in task
interdependence.
It is also expected that the level of task interdependence will impact the strength of the
positive relationship between team identification and OCB-I. As posited by the group
engagement model, when people identify with a group, they internalize the groups’ goals and
group success becomes equivalent to individual success (Tyler & Blader, 2000). The process of
internalizing the group’s goals motivates individuals to act in service of the group’s goals even
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when they conflict with individual goals because team success ultimately reflects well on the
individual (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader, 2000). Because employees that work in highly
interdependent environments are more likely to be working on a common task compared to those
in less interdependent environments, there should be less conflict between the individual
employees’ personal goals and their work group’s collective goals, making team identification
less critical to performing OCB-I. When team members’ tasks are not highly interdependent,
individuals’ needs are more likely to be at odds with the needs of the team, making team
identification a more important factor for driving team-oriented behavior. This is especially true
of behavior that requires individuals to go “above and beyond”, like OCB. Therefore, it is
predicted that:
H8b: The level of task interdependence in the work environment will moderate the
positive relationship between social identification and OCB-I such that the relationship
will be weaker for those working in environments high in task interdependence compared
to those working in environments low in task interdependence.
Group Norms
Group norms are shared rules that govern the behavior of group members. They serve to
regulate interactions between members, clarify expectations for behavior, and create solidarity
(Biddle, 2001). They are an informal means of controlling group members’ behavior, meaning
they are not necessarily recognized by the organization (Cialdini & Tost, 1998). Norms can be
explicitly communicated by group members or passively communicated through role modeling
and once internalized, they act as a powerful motivator of behavior in the group. Group members
who violate group norms are subject to sanction and possible rejection (Feldman, 1984).
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Research has shown the people experience negative affect at even the thought of violating group
norms (Christiensen, Rothgerber, Wood & Matz, 2004).
Group norms can be either descriptive or injunctive (Cialdini & Tost, 1998). Descriptive
norms form through the process of informational influence (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). Group
members watch other group members behave and infer that behaviors that are performed more
frequently and by multiple members of the group are considered “characteristic” of the group
and therefore appropriate (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, Cialdini & Tost, 1998). With this type of
norm, group members figure out how to behave passively, by observing and modeling others in
the group. For example, if, when members of the team ask others for help and the request of
usually granted, helpfulness would be seen as a descriptive norm within the team.
Injunctive norms develop through a process of normative influence such that group
members actively reinforce or punish certain behaviors by granting or withholding social
approval. Over time, injunctive norms supplant descriptive norms as group members become
more familiar with which behaviors make the team successful and which do not (Ehrhart &
Naumann, 2004). Group norms, especially injunctive norms, can have a powerful effect on the
behavior of group members, even going so far as to impact personal norms (Hackman, 1992;
Rimal & Real, 2005). They facilitate group performance and make the behaviors of group
members more predictable (Feldman, 1984). For example, knowing if group members are likely
to help out if a person falls behind is helpful for planning one’s work.
A number of different types of group norms have been studied in small groups, including
group norms for competition versus cooperation. Competitive norms encourage open
communication, joint decision making, and solutions that are acceptable to everyone.
Competitive norms encourage individual assertiveness and personal gain (Somech, Desivilya, &

42

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
Lidogoster, 2009). Understanding team norms is important when studying attitudes and behavior
of team members because as social identification with the group increases, so does the
internalization of groups norms which impact behavior to fall in line with those norms (Tyler &
Blader, 2000). As argued in Chapter 5 on Social Identification, identification with the workgroup
is a potent driver of cooperation in groups (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Blader & Tyler,
2009; Tyler & Blader, 2000). The more team members identify with the group, the more willing
they become to exert extra effort on behalf of that group, including through OCB directed at
teammates. However, if groups norms encourage competitive behavior amongst teammates, it is
less likely that employees would engage in OCB toward teammates as an expression of their
identification with their team and would instead find other ways to express it. In parallel, their
level of identification with coworkers will be more likely to be expressed through OCB-I if
group norms prescribe cooperation.
H9a: Groups norms will moderate the relationship between social identification and OCBI such that for groups that prescribe more competitive (vs. cooperative) norms, the
relationship between social identification and OCB-I will be weaker than for work groups
that prescribe more cooperative (vs. competitive) norms.
Norms for competition versus cooperation are also expected to impact the between TMX
and OCB-I in the current model. According to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; McNeely &
Meglino, 1994; Organ, 1988) team members can choose to “repay” benefits received from other
team members in a number of ways. The presence of competitive norms on the team should
discourage repayment in the form of OCB-I. However, this effect should be mitigated for teams
that prescribe norms of cooperation, even when TMX is low. Therefore, in teams that prescribe
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cooperative norms, TMX should result in a higher frequency of OCB-I compared to teams that
prescribe norms for competition. Therefore, it is predicted that:
H9b: Groups norms will moderate the relationship between TMX and OCB-I such that for
groups that prescribe more cooperative (vs. competitive) norms, the relationship between
TMX and OCB-I will be stronger than for teams that prescribe more competitive (vs.
cooperative) norms.
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CHAPTER 7
THE CURRENT STUDY
As organizations, have moved away from vertical hierarchies toward flatter, team-based
structures, the ability to influence others, whether it is to gain support for an idea or finish a task,
has become increasingly important. However, researchers have yet to examine how one’s
perceived ability to influence their teammates impacts team processes and performance.
Experimental work has shown that successfully influencing a target leads to benefits like
improved well-being and increased helping behavior compared to failed influence. This paper
attempts to extend this work to an organizational context by examining perceived influence and
helping (or OCB).
The current study attempted to model the relationship between employees' perceived
ability to influence their coworkers and their frequency of OCB. The model proposed that
employees’ perceived ability to influence their coworkers impacts interpersonal processes with
coworkers that can then affect the influencer’s motivation to engage in discretionary behaviors
that help them. Specifically, it was predicted that the ability to influence one’s coworkers
impacts two key mechanisms that have been shown to impact the frequency of OCB-I. The first
mechanism is one of social exchange, which is driven by the norm of reciprocity and has been
used to explain why workers engage in behaviors that may not be required or formally rewarded.
When a person is the recipient of a positive action from another person (e.g., a coworker
supports their idea), they feel a sense of indebtedness that can be relieved by reciprocating
positive action. (Blau, 1964). Common forms of this repayment include heightened in-role and
citizenship behavior, as well as increased loyalty. Citizenship behavior in particular is a common
response to positive interpersonal exchanges as it is viewed as a social resource that can be easily
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given or withheld (Organ, 1988; Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 1996). These various benefits should
create a sense of reciprocal obligation which must be repaid, potentially via helping behaviors
directed at the target of influence (OCB-I).
The second mechanism is one of social identification. When employees are able to
influence others at work (e.g., having teammates comply with their requests for help), they enjoy
psychological benefits, like increased feelings of connection and identification to those they
influence. Being able to influence the thoughts, feelings, or behaviors of one’s teammates
bolsters perceptions of shared attitudes and beliefs and creates a sense of being personally valued
by the team, motivating the individual to integrate the team identity into their personal identity, a
result previously supported by experimental research (Sywulak et al., 2013). Via the process of
identification, workers internalize the goals of the team as their own, motivating them to exert
extra effort to achieve team goals. Therefore, someone who perceives they can influence their
coworkers should be more likely to have feelings of identification with them and consequently,
engage in more OCB directed at them. The paper also attempted to further clarify this model by
including two team context variables that have been shown to moderate the relationship between
team process and output variables.
While social influence has been widely studied in both social and organizational
psychology, gaps in the literature remain. This dissertation is the first attempt to replicate and
extend the experimentally supported relationship between perceived influence and helping in an
organizational setting. In addition to studying this relationship in an organizational context, the
proposed study seeks to better understand this process by proposing key mediating variables that
likely impact this process. I also include two aspects of the work context that have been shown to
act as important moderators of interpersonal processes in workgroups – task interdependence and
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group norms for competition versus cooperation (Cialdini & Tost, 1998; Somech et al., 2009).
Understanding these processes could potentially lead to methods for harnessing the influence
process, allowing organizations to improve their teams’ interpersonal dynamics and encourage
organizational citizenship behavior among their employees. In the following chapter, I present a
field survey methodology to test the hypotheses offered above.
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CHAPTER 8
METHOD
The research design was a cross-sectional field survey using employees across a variety
of organizations and jobs. The following sections describe the participants, measures, and
procedure used in this study.
Participants
Main study participants. In order to control for potential confounding variables such as
the frequency of interaction with coworkers or a lack of relationship stability, participants had to
be employed full-time and they could not be self-employed. Study participation was limited to
individuals who were 1) at least 18 years of age, 2) worked at least 35 hours per week for the
past three months and 3) worked in their current role for the past three months.
Coworkers. I also collected coworker ratings of OCB in addition to self-ratings to
minimize the impact of common method variance on the results. In order to ensure that
coworkers could confidently report on the frequency of the main participants’ OCB, coworkers
were required to have worked in the role for at least the past three months. Coworkers were
eligible to participate if they were 1) at least 18 years of age, 2) worked at least 35 hours per
week for the past three months 3) worked in the role for the past three months.
Measures
They survey was administered using Qualtrics. Items for each measure were put into
blocks and items within each block were randomized by participant.
Perceived ability to influence. In order to assess individuals’ perceived ability to
influence, I used the scale developed by Bennett (1988). This scale was used by Sommer and
Bourgeois (2010) in their study of perceived influence at work and work-related well-being. The
scale contains twelve items with 5-point Likert scales with options ranging from 1 (strongly
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disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate a greater perceived ability to influence.
Items are averaged to form one composite score. Sample items include ‘‘I usually succeed in my
attempts to persuade others to do the things I want’’ and ‘‘I am good at influencing others.’’.
Team member exchange. Perceptions of the exchange relationships with coworkers
(TMX) were assessed using a modified scale developed by Liden, Wayne, and Sparrowe (2000)
and based on the original scale published by Seers (1989). It includes nine items and asks
respondents to indicate the extent to which they agree with the items (1= strongly disagree to 5=
strongly agree), with higher scores indicating better quality relationships with coworkers. Items
include “I feel that I am loyal to my coworkers.” and “My coworkers create an atmosphere
conducive to accomplishing my work”. Reported reliabilities range from 0.78 to 0.91 (Liden,
Wayne, and Sparrowe, 2000, Seers, 1989).
Social identification. Identification with one’s coworkers was assessed using a modified
version of the identification measure from work by Blader and Tyler (2009). It includes five
items and asks respondents to indicate the extent to which they agree with the items (1= strongly
disagree to 5= strongly agree). Items include “I have a sense that I personally belong in my
company” and “If I were to talk about my company to others, I would speak in terms of ‘we’
rather than ‘they’.”
Following Blader and Tyler (2009), who argue that pride and respect reflect the
evaluative or affective components of social identity, I also measured pride in and respect for
one’s coworkers. These constructs were measured with a four item and six item scale,
respectively, based on work by Tyler, Degoey, and Smith (1996). Using the same Likert scale as
above, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree each item. Pride items
include, “I feel proud to be part of my company” and “My company is highly respected within
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the industry.” Respect items include “My coworkers value me as a member of the team” and
“My coworkers value what I can contribute.” Similar research using these modified scales
reported an alpha of 0.88 for the pride scale and 0.97 for the respect scale (Blader & Tyler,
2009). Higher scores indicate higher social identification with coworkers.
Organizational citizenship behavior. Lee and Allen (2002) suggest that peers may be a
better source of information about coworker behaviors as there is evidence employees monitor
their behavior more carefully in front of supervisors and act more formally compared to when
they are in front of their peers. This, combined with the fact that individuals may interact more
frequently with coworkers than supervisors, makes coworker ratings more likely to provide the
most accurate and complete picture of employee behavior, especially regarding OCB. Coworker
ratings were collected to minimize the impact of common method variance on the results.
Coworker ratings of OCB were assessed using the 16-item scale developed by Lee and Allen
(2002), with eight items that measure OCB-I and eight items that measure OCB-O. Respondents
are asked to indicate how often the target engaged in these behaviors with higher scores
indicating higher frequencies of OCB. While the original scale was 7 points, this study used a 5point scale (1=never, 5=always) to be consistent with other scales and lower the cognitive burden
on respondents. Sample items include “Adjusts their work schedule to accommodate other
employees’ requests for time off” (OCB-I) and “Attends functions that are not required but that
help the organizational image” (OCB-O). Reported reliabilities for the scales are 0.83 for OCB-I
and for 0.88 for OCB-O (Lee & Allen, 2002). In addition to coworker ratings, self-ratings of
OCB were also collected.
Task interdependence. The level of task interdependence in the team was measured
using the scale from the Team Diagnostic Survey (TDS; Wageman, Hackman & Lehman, 1995).
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This survey was developed as a tool to diagnose the strengths and weaknesses of work teams.
Items include “Members of this team have their own individual jobs to do, with little need for
them to work together.” (R) and “Generating the outcome or product of this team requires a great
deal of communication and coordination among members.” Reported alphas for the
interdependence scale of the TDS range from .72 to .81 (Wageman, Hackman & Lehman, 1995).
While the original scale used the anchors “highly inaccurate” and “highly accurate” for the low
and high ends of the Likert scale, studies using “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” as the
scale anchors showed similar levels of reliability (Somech et al., 2009) so that is the scale that
was used the current study to keep the scales consistent with other measures, making it easier for
survey respondents to move through the survey items.
Group norms. Group norms were measured using the competitive and cooperative norm
scales from Rahim’s (1983) organizational conflict inventory form C (ROCI-II). Respondents
answered each item on a scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The original scale
uses a referent of the “group”. The items were adapted to refer specifically to one’s coworkers.
Example items include “My coworkers try to investigate an issue to find a solution acceptable to
us” (cooperative norm) and “My coworkers use their authority to make decisions in their favor”
(competitive norm). Previous work using an adapted scale found internal consistency to be .82
for the competitive norms scale and .85 for the cooperative norms scale (Somech et al., 2009).
A group norms score was calculated for each respondent by subtracting their mean score
on the competitive norms scale from their mean score on the cooperative norms scale. Scores
above zero indicated that cooperative norms were more commonly endorsed by the respondent.
Negative scores indicated greater endorsement of competitive norms.
Control variables.
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Agreeableness. A number of studies have found a positive covarying relationship
between agreeableness and performance of OCB. (Graziano & Tobin, 2009, Organ & Ryan,
1995). People high in agreeableness tend to be compliant and altruistic and therefore tend to
perform more helping behaviors in general. Empirical evidence supports this relationship
(Borman et al, 2001; Organ & Ryan, 1995). A meta-analysis tested whether the relationships
between personality (agreeableness and conscientiousness) and OCB varied with the target of
OCB. Across 31 studies, they found that agreeableness had a direct, positive relationship with
OCB-I but not OCB-O while conscientiousness had a direct, positive relationship with OCB-O
but not OCB-I (Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller & Johnson, 2006). Because of the strong evidence that
agreeableness covaries with OCB-I, ratings of agreeableness were collected so they could be
controlled for in the final analysis. It was assessed using the agreeableness items from the Big
Five Personality Scale (Goldberg, 1992). The scale contains ten items with 5-point Likert scales
with options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate
higher perceptions of agreeableness. Items are averaged to form one composite score. Four items
are reverse coded. Example items include “I make people feel at ease” and “I feel little concern
for others. (R)”. Cronbach’s alpha for this measure has been reported as 0.89 (Goldberg, 1992).
OCB Motive. OCB motive is an individual’s dispositional motivation to engage in
OCB. Rioux and Penner (2001) were the first to test intrinsic motivation for OCB, creating a 30item measure that yielded three factors they named prosocial values (PV), organizational concern
(OC), and impression management (IM). PV motives are concerned with being helpful and
building positive relationships. OC motives refer to a desire to be involved with the organization
and help it succeed. IM motives are concerned with personal image and the desire to be viewed
positively by others in the organization (Rioux & Penner, 2001). Studies examining the
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relationships between these three scales and OCB have supported a consistent, positive
relationship between PV and OC motives and supervisor-rated OCB. Further, these studies have
found that PV motive tends to be more strongly associated with OCB-I compared to OC motive
and OC motive is more strongly associated with OCB-O compared to PV motive. (Grant &
Mayer, 2009; Takeuchi, Bolino, & Lin, 2015). Ratings of OV and OC Motives were collected so
they could be controlled for in the analysis. Using a 6-point response scale, respondents’ rated
how important each of the 30 motive statements would be in their decision to engage in OCB at a
job (1 = 'not at all important'; 6 = 'extremely important'). Sample items include “Because I feel it
is important to help those in need.” (PV) and “Because I want to understand how the
organization works.” (OC). Reported alphas range from .71 to .92 (Rioux & Penner, 2001).
Procedure
Main Survey. Main study participants were recruited through a combination of Qualtrics
survey panel and snowball sampling. A recruitment message listing the eligibility criteria was
displayed on the Qualtrics platform along with a brief description of the research and link to the
survey (Appendix A). If participants were not eligible, they were redirected to a page that
informed them that they are not eligible and thanked them for their time (Appendix B). If they
were eligible to participate, they were redirected to the survey instructions and consent form. If
they gave their consent to participate, they continued to the main survey which included
measures of perceived influence, TMX, social identification, OCB, task interdependence, group
norms, personality, and OCB motive (Appendix C). Once they completed the survey, the survey
endpage asked if they would like to invite a coworker to fill out a second, brief survey about
working with them (Appendix D). In order to incentivize participation, main study participants
were paid $4 to complete the initial survey and an additional $1 if their coworker completed the
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coworker survey through their link. Main survey and coworker survey responses were linked
using a unique identifier that was stripped by Qualtrics before the data file was sent to the
researcher.
Because the completion rate for the coworker survey using Qualtrics panel was extremely
low (only 3.6% of main participants had a coworker fill out the survey), snowball sampling was
used to recruit an additional pool of participants in hope of collecting more coworker surveys.
Snowball sampling involves recruiting participants to recruit additional participants and is based
on the idea that eligible participants are likely to know other eligible participants (Grant &
Mayer, 2009). Multiple appeals for participation were made. First, personal contacts who had
expressed interest in this research were emailed the main survey link along with a brief
description of the research (Appendix E). At the end of the survey, they were briefed about the
coworker survey and provided with a sample email to send to a coworker to provide coworker
ratings (Appendix D). They gave their email address for the raffle as well as a special code word
that linked their survey responses to their coworker’s responses. They were instructed to share
the code with the coworker they recruited so it could be entered at the beginning of the coworker
survey. They were encouraged to forward the email to colleagues who met the inclusion criteria
and might be interested in participating. As compensation for their recruitment efforts, they were
offered entry into a raffle for a $25 Amazon gift card for completing the main survey and offered
a second entry if a corresponding coworker survey was completed.
Additionally, a description of the study and link to the survey (Appendix E) were posted on
various social media sites, including the Society for Industrial-Organizational Psychology
community board (my.SIOP.org), the website for the Global Organisation for Humanitarian
Work Psychology (GOHWP), relevant LinkedIn groups (e.g., GOHWP, SIOP Doctoral
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Consortium), and my personal Facebook page. At the end of the data collection period, the raffle
was conducted using a random number generator on participant-provided email addresses in
Microsoft Excel. Winners were notified and given their prizes by email.
Coworker Survey. Coworkers were recruited by both Qualtrics panel and snowball
sample study participants to complete ratings of the participant’s frequency of OCB. They were
also asked to rate how often they worked with their coworker (on a 5-point scale from Never to
Always) as well as how confident they felt in their ratings (on a 3-point scale from Not at All
Confident to Very Confident). A copy of the coworker survey can be found in Appendix F. In
order to incentivize completion of the coworker survey, coworkers were offered entry into a
raffle for a $25 Amazon gift card. They entered their email address on the end page of the survey
in order to be entered (Appendix G).
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Chapter 9
Results
Data Cleaning and Preparation
Coworker ratings of organizational citizenship behaviors were merged to the main survey
dataset using a unique identifier and descriptive statistics for each variable were assessed. See
Table 1 for means, standard deviations, and measures of skewness and kurtosis. Skewness
statistics indicated that the team member exchange variable was highly negatively skewed
(M=4.14 on a 5-point Likert scale) with many responses on the positive end of the scale. The
social identification and OCB-I variables showed a moderate level of negative skewness.
Sample
The sample included 328 full-time employees in the United States. Of those, 300
participants were recruited through Qualtrics panel and an additional 32 were recruited through
snowball sampling. Four surveys were discarded because the data was largely incomplete
indicating that they did not actually finish the survey. Participants came from a range of different
industries (n=23 industries). The top industries were Professional Services (n=57), Healthcare
(n=38), and Computing and Information Technology (n=35). It included 209 woman and 119
men and was 84% white. The sample was mostly individual contributors (56%) but also included
managers (30%), directors (9%), and VPs or above (5%).
A total of 24 participants completed coworker ratings of their OCB. They felt their
ratings were accurate (M=2.83 on a 3-point scale) and reported working with the coworker they
rated at least half the time (10%), most of the time (70%) or always (20%).
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Preliminary Analyses
All analyses were conducted using R. Reliability estimates and correlations for each scale
are presented in Table 2. Study variables were generally positively and significantly correlated.
Team member exchange had high correlations with social identification (r=.80) and cooperative
norms (r=.78). Social identification also had a high correlation with cooperative norms (r=.79),
indicating considerable overlap among these variables in the current study.
Self- versus coworker ratings Self-ratings of OCB (M=3.75, SD=0.80) were generally
lower than coworker ratings (M=4.22, SD=0.35) indicating that social desirability effects likely
did not greatly impact self-ratings of OCB. Coworkers failed to use the full scale on any of the
items when rating the participant’s OCB resulting in restricted range on this variable. Self-ratings
and coworker ratings were moderately and significantly correlated (r=0.52, p < 0.01). Because of
the low number of coworker ratings, the restriction of range on the measure and the moderate
correlation with self-ratings, self-ratings of OCB were used in place of coworker ratings for
analysis.
In the current study, all measures showed adequate reliability (see Table 2) and almost all
items had factor loadings of 0.4 or above. One exception was the task interdependence scale
(a=0.44). The first item of the task interdependence measure did not load on the factor (factor
loading = -0.113). The item was removed leaving a two-item measure for task interdependence
with an alpha of 0.73.
Tests of the Hypotheses
Path analysis, with maximum likelihood estimation, was used to test the fit of the
proposed model to the data and to estimate its parameters. All analyses were conducted using
either the lavaan package in R, version 0.6-5, or in SPSS (Rosseel, 2012).
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Path analysis. Path analysis was chosen for several reasons. It is an older but still
commonly used form of structural equation modeling that is used to test complex models
consisting of observed variables scores only (MacCallum & Austin, 2000). It can estimate
multiple, simultaneous regression models using the composite scores of observed variables
making it more flexible and comprehensive than multiple regression and it is suited to models in
which each latent variable has only a single indicator, as is the case in the current study (Jeon,
2015).
Path analysis can test for mediation effects and is especially well-suited for models that
have multiple mediations paths. It can be used to estimate the direct effects, the indirect effects
and the total effect of an independent variable X on a dependent variable Y through one or more
mediators (M). The direct effect is the part of the effect that is not transmitted through another
variable while the indirect effect is transmitted through the mediating variable. The analysis also
estimates the total effect which is the sum of the direct and indirect effects (Edwards & Lambert,
2007).
To model the indirect effects of influence on OCB-I (through team-member exchange
and social identification), bootstrapping was used. Bootstrapping is a type of resampling method
that takes a nonparametric approach to hypothesis testing and effect size estimation. It does not
require any assumptions about the shape of the variable distributions or the sampling distribution
of the statistic making it useful for social science research or any study with a small to moderate
sample size (Hayes, 2009; MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
Rather than using multiple analyses to test the sequencing of variables, bootstrapping creates an
empirical representation of the population sampling distribution of the mediation effect by
repeatedly re-sampling with replacement—typically between 1000 and 5000 times—the
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observed sample of data as a means of mimicking the original sampling process over and over
(Hayes, 2009). In each re-sampling, the path from the predictor to the mediator (a) and the path
from the mediator to the outcome (b) are estimated, and their product (ab, the indirect effect) is
re-calculated (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). After resampling the data up to 5000 times, the
researcher has k estimates of the indirect effect, and the distribution of these values serves as an
empirical approximation of the sampling distribution of the indirect effect (Hayes, 2009).
The results indicated that the proposed model was an extremely poor fit to the data.
χ2(18, N = 328) = 1431.030, p < .001. The Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) are incremental goodness-of-fit indices in which higher values indicate better fit (Cangur
& Ercan, 2015). A common cutoff point for determining adequate model fit using these indices
is 0.97. In the current study, TLI = -0.40 and CFI = 0.38, well above the accepted cutoffs,
indicating the proposed model does not fit the data The Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) are badnessof-fit indices. Higher values indicate a worse fit of the data to the model and guidelines indicate
that values above 0.10 indicate unacceptable model fit (Cangur & Ercan, 2015). In the current
study, RMSEA= 0.58, and SMR=.23. Because the fit was so poor, parameter estimates were not
interpreted.
Poor fit indices can result from the presence of measurement error which is not accounted
for in path analysis so confirmatory factor analysis was performed to examine the latent structure
of the model for measurement problems.
Poor fit could also be due to structural model misspecification, in which the relationship
between variables have not been appropriately defined. Therefore, the relationships predicted by
each hypothesis were tested separately to see if support for individual paths existed.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
To ensure the measures of each construct were distinct, confirmatory factor analysis was
performed for perceived influence, team-member exchange, social identification, OCB-I (selfratings), group norms, task interdependence and the control variables (agreeableness and OCB
motive). In order to be included in a path analysis, measures should show evidence of
unidimensionality and internal consistency (Hunter & Gerbing, 1982). Item loadings were
examined for values that fell below 0.4.
Parceling. Due to the large number of items used to measure the variables, parceling was
used to decrease the numbers of parameters being estimated in the measurement model, increase
the sample size to parameter ratio, and create more stable parameter estimates (Little,
Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002; Matsunaga, 2008). Parceling is a technique used in
SEM that consists of summing or averaging items into subsets of items and creating a composite
of the “parcel” of items that represents the observed variables predicted by each latent variable.
Besides having the advantage of creating more stable parameter estimates, aggregated scores can
better represent the true distribution of the construct. Any single item only measures one part of
the construct and therefore is more likely to have a non-normal distribution. There are several
methods that can be used to assign individual items to parcels. Random parceling is when the
number of parcels for each latent variable is selected and all items are divided (as evenly as
possible) among the selected number of parcels. This method requires that the factor loadings for
the items are similarly high (Matsunaga, 2008). If some items load better than others, the
researcher should ensure that each parcel contains at one or two high loadings items and one or
two of the items with lower loadings. A final approach is to create parcels that represent
theoretical subdimensions of the latent variable (Matsunaga, 2008). Parceling can be problematic
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if the latent variable is not unidimensional because it can lead to model misspecification. The
multidimensional nature of the social identification and group norms scales is addressed below.
As all scales have been used in prior research and showed good internal consistency, a lack of
unidimensionality was not a concern.
In the current analysis, a combination of random parceling and subscale parceling was
used. For the social identification factor, two parcels were created to represent the subscales of
identification and respect (Blader & Tyler, 2009). The composite scores for the identification and
respect subscales were used as separate indicators of social identification. For the group norms
variable, two parcels were created, one containing the items measuring cooperative norms and
one containing the items related to competitive norms. Task interdependence was measured by
two items; each was retained as an indicator of the latent variable. For all other variables, random
parceling was used to create three indicators for each latent variable. All items for each scale
were randomly assigned to one of three parcels and the three parcels served as indicators of the
latent variable.
For the measurement model, X2=(161, N =328) = 556.62, p < .01. The Tucker Lewis
index was 0.92, the Comparative Fit Index was 0.93, which are both slightly below the accepted
cutoff of .97. The Root-Mean-Square Residual was 0.05 and the Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual was 0.09. Overall, the fit statistics indicated that the measurement model is an
acceptable fit to the data, however the analysis revealed some problems. Three scales had
extremely high correlations. The social identification scale showed an extreme correlation with
the group norms scale (r=1.05) and a high correlation with TMX (r=.91). TMX also had a high
correlation with group norms (r=.92). This indicates that these variables may be measuring the
same construct. Further, modification indices suggested allowing the cooperative norms subscale
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to covary with the respect subscale of social identification (mi=119.35). They also showed that
adding the cooperative norms subscale as an indicator of TMX (mi=91.02) would improve model
fit. These results indicate a lack of discriminant validity (Grewal, Cote, & Baumgartner, 2004).
Multicollinearity can lead to inflated Type II error, which is a failure to detect true effects
(Mason and Perreault, 1991). Using two Monte Carlo simulation experiments, Grewal et al.
(2004) showed that when latent predictors have correlations above 0.90, type II errors become
unacceptably high.
Individual items of the TMX and social identification scales were examined and on their
face, several items did seem to be measuring very similar concepts. For example, the TMX
measure included items like “My coworkers value the skills and expertise that I contribute to our
work group.”, while the respect subscale of social identification contained the item “My
coworkers value what I can contribute.” Despite these similarities, there is evidence supporting
them as distinct constructs. The similarities and difference in these two constructs have been
discussed in several articles (e.g., Ford & Seers, 2006; Seers & Chopin, 2012; Seers et al., 1995;
Tse, Dasborough, & Ashkanasy, 2005). Seers specifically delineated team member exchange
from team identification explaining that identification is judgement about the meaningfulness of
the self to a specific group, as well as the meaningful of the self within that group. In contrast,
the TMX scale assumes that the group is meaningful to one’s identity and measures judgments
about the reciprocal nature and quality of interactions with ingroup members. Essentially,
identification is a judgement about how much one belongs while TMX is measure of how well
one belongs (Seers, 1995). That said, the relationship between social identification and TMX is
unclear. Farmer and colleagues have provided evidence that TMX leads to team identification
which leads to helping behavior (Farmer, Van Dyne, & Kamdar, 2015). They provided evidence
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that individuals who perceive a high level of exchange with their colleagues feel similar to them
and feel valued by their team, both important components of social identification. Workers who
identify strongly with their team are more likely to exert non-required effort toward team goals
(OCB) so employees who perceive high quality exchanges with their teammates tend to identify
more strongly with the team and engage in more helping behaviors compared to those who
perceive lower quality exchange relationships with their teammates.
Another study examined TMX as moderator of the relationship between social
identification and OCB. High levels of identification were associated with higher levels of task
and extra role performance. This relationship was stronger for team members that reported high
levels of TMX compared to those who did not supporting the idea that TMX can have an
amplifying effect on social identification (Liu, Loi, & Lam, 2011). Yet another study tested team
identification as a moderator of the relationship between TMX and team commitment. The
researchers found that the positive relationship between TMX and team commitment become
non-significant when team identification was high. For employees who identified strongly with
their team, exchange relationships with team members were not important in making judgments
about their commitment to the team (Witt, Hochwater, Hilton & Hillman, 1999). Because the
current literature supports TMX and social identification as distinct constructs, the decision was
made not to combine them into a single latent construct in the measurement model. Instead, each
hypothesis was tested separately to examine the effects of TMX and social identification
independently.
Regression Results
Direct relationships. In addition to signifying potential measurement issues, bad fit
indicators in the path analysis could indicate model misspecification, in which the relationships
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between variables have not been appropriately defined. Therefore, each hypothesis was tested
separately to see if support for individual paths existed.
Direct effects were hypothesized in H1, H2, H3, H6 and H6a-b. To test these hypotheses,
multiple regression was used. For analyses including the OCB-I variable, hierarchical multiple
regression was used to include the agreeableness and prosocial PV motive scales as control
variables. In these cases, Block 1 included agreeableness and prosocial PV motive as control
variables. In Block 2, main effects for each of the predictors were added. Tables report the
unstandardized coefficients (Bs), standard errors (SE), standardized beta coefficients (βs), and t
values associated with each step.
H1 predicted that influence would have a significant, positive association with OCB-I. As
shown in Table 3, H1 was supported [=0 .18, t(327) = 3.74, p < .01]
H2 predicted that influence would be significantly and positively associated with TMX.
As shown in Table 4, H2 was supported [= 0.38, t(327) = 7.50, p < .01].
H3 predicted that TMX would be significantly and positively associated with OCB-I
[= 0.29, t(327) = 5.30, p < .01]. H3 was supported. See Table 5.
H5 predicted that social identification would be significantly and positively associated
with OCB-I. This hypothesis was supported [=0 .32, t(327) = 5.85, p < .01]. Results are
reported in Table 6.
H6a and 6b predicted that influence would be significantly and positively associated with
the identification and respect subscales of the social identification measure, respectively. Results
indicated that both these hypotheses were supported by the data [H6a: = 0.45, t(327) = 9.04,
p < .01; H6b: = .45, t(327) = 9.17, p < .01]. See Table 7 for the full model coefficients.
Multicollinearity precluded a robust test of both mediators in the same model however an
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examination of the bivariate correlations showed that social identification seems to have a
slightly stronger relationship with influence (r=0.50) compared to TMX (r=0.38).
Mediation effects. Mediation analysis with bootstrap sampling was used to test the
hypothesized mediation effects. H4 predicted that team member exchange (TMX) would mediate
the relationship between influence and OCB-I. In support of H4, the analysis provided evidence
that influence indirectly impacted self-rated OCBs through its effect on TMX. As can be seen in
Table 8, employees who reported higher levels of perceived influence also reported higher levels
of TMX (a = 0.34), and those who experienced greater levels of TMX were more likely to report
performing OCB-I (b = 0.28). The bootstrapped estimate for the indirect effect was significant
(ab =0.09, p=0.00), providing support that TMX mediates the relationship between influence and
OCB-I. The direct effect of influence on self-rated OCBs, independent of its effect on TMX, was
still significant (c = 0.12, p = .03), suggesting TMX only partially mediates this relationship.
H7 predicted that social identification would mediate the relationship between influence
and OCB-I. Because it was predicted that influence would only impact the identification and
respect subscales of the social identification measure, a mean social identification score was
calculated excluding the items on the pride subscale. In support of H7, the analysis provided
evidence that influence indirectly impacted self-rated OCBs through its effect on social
identification. As can be seen in Table 9, employees who reported higher levels of perceived
influence also reported higher levels of social identification (a = 0.51), and those who
experienced greater social identification were more likely to report performing OCB-I (b = 0.26).
The bootstrapped estimate for the indirect effect was significant (ab =0.13, p=0.00), providing
support that social identification mediates the relationship between influence and OCB-I.
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Conditional mediation effects. The hypothesized moderation effects (H8a-b and H9a-b)
were tested using conditional process analysis with bootstrapping (Hayes, 2009).The impact of
moderator variables on the mediated paths in the model can be tested by computing interaction
effects (the product of the independent variable and the moderator) and including them as
variables in the model. The current model contained two second stage moderation effects,
meaning that the second part of the indirect effect of X on Y through M, or X -> M, depended on
a fourth variable, W. The interaction variables, group norms and task interdependence, were
dummy coded. Group norms scores that were negative were coded as 0=competitive and positive
scores were coded as 1=cooperative. Because the items measuring task interdependence were
measured on a five-point scale, the neutral point of the scale, three (3), was used as the threshold
for considering an environment “highly interdependent” or not. Scores above three were coded
1=highly interdependent, while scores less than or equal to three were coded 0=not highly
interdependent. All predictor variables were mean-centered for the analysis to assist with
interpretation of the effects.
H8a predicted that the level of task interdependence among coworkers would moderate
the positive relationship between TMX and OCB-I such that the relationship would be stronger
for those working in environments high in task interdependence compared to those working in
teams low in task interdependence. Model coefficients are shown in Table 10. Increases in
perceptions of TMX corresponded with increases in self-reported OCB-I(b1 = 0.31, S.E. = 0.08).
Adjusting for all other predictors, there was no evidence that an increase in task interdependence
was directly associated with an increase in OCB-I (b2 = 0.15, S.E. = 0.10) although there was
evidence that the relationship between TMX and OCB-I differed depending on the level of task
interdependence (b3 = 0.29, S.E. = 0.13). Changes in perceived influence scores were
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significantly and positively associated with changes in OCB-I, indirectly through increases in
TMX scores (ab1=0.10, SE=0.03), and there was sufficient evidence that this indirect effect
varied with the level of task interdependence, ab3 = 0.10, S.E. = 0.05). For employees working in
highly interdependent environments, the indirect effect of influence on OCB-I, through TMX,
was larger (a1b1 + a1b3= 0.20, S.E. = 0.06) compared to employees working in less
interdependent environments (a1b1 + a1b3= 0.10, S.E. = 0.03). While these results provide
statistical support for H8a, an examination of R2 for the current model to the R2 for the mediation
model tested in H4 shows that the addition of task interdependence as a moderator only explains
an additional 2% of the variance in OCB-I above and beyond the model containing only the
mediation effect. Therefore, it was concluded that task interdependence was not a meaningful
addition to the model explaining the relationship between influence and OCB-I
H8b predicted the level of task interdependence will moderate the positive relationship
between social identification and OCB-I such that the relationship would be weaker for those
working in environments high in task interdependence compared to those working in teams low
in task interdependence. Model coefficients can be found in Table 11. Increases in perceptions of
social identification were positively associated with increases in self-reported OCB-I (b1 = 0.26,
S.E. = 0.07). Adjusting for all other predictors, there was no evidence that an increase in task
interdependence was directly associated with an increase in OCB-I (b2 = 0.15, S.E. = 0.09)
although there was evidence that the relationship between social identification and OCB-I
depended on the level of task interdependence (b3 = 0.21, S.E. = 0.11). Changes in perceived
influence scores were significantly and positively associated with changes in OCB-I, indirectly
through increases in social identification scores (ab1= 0.13, SE=0.04), and there was sufficient
evidence that this indirect effect varied with the level of task interdependence (ab3 = 0.10, S.E. =
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0.05), however the direction of the moderator effect was the opposite of what was predicted. For
employees working in highly interdependent environments, the indirect effect of influence on
OCB-I, through social identification, was actually larger (a1b1 + a1b3= 0.24, S.E. = 0.08)
compared to employees working in less interdependent environments (a1b1 + a1b3= 0.13, S.E. =
0.04). Similar to H8a, while these results were statistically significant, the increase in R2 from
the model containing only the mediating effect of social identification was only 0.01 so task
interdependence does not have a meaningful impact on the model.
Model statistics for the test of H9a are summarized in Table 12. H9a predicted that
groups norms would moderate the relationship between social identification and OCB-I such that
for groups that prescribe more competitive norms, the relationship between social identification
and OCB-I would be weaker than for teams that prescribe more cooperative norms. Increases in
social identification were associated with increases in self-reported OCB-I (b1=0.26, S.E. =
0.08). Adjusting for all other predictors, there was insufficient evidence that groups norms were
directly associated with OCB-I (b2 = -0.05, S.E. = 0.04) and no evidence that the relationship
between social identification and OCB-I was directly dependent on group norms (b3 = 0.01,
S.E. = 0.04). There was evidence of an indirect effect of perceived influence on OCB-I through
social identification scores (ab1 = 0.13, S.E. = 0.04), but there was no evidence that this indirect
effect varied based on group norms (ab3 = 0.01, S.E. = 0.02) so H9a was not supported.
H9b predicted that groups norms for cooperation or competitiveness would moderate the
positive relationship between TMX and OCB-I such that the relationship would be stronger for
those working in cooperative environments compared to those working competitive
environments. Increases in TMX corresponded with increases in self-reported OCB-I (b1 = 0.29,
S.E. = 0.07). Adjusting for all other predictors, there was insufficient evidence that groups norms
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were directly associated with OCB-I (b2 = -0.07, S.E. = 0.04) and no evidence that the
relationship between TMX and OCB-I was directly dependent on group norms (b3 = 0.00, S.E. =
0.05). Changes in perceived influence scores were significantly and positively associated with
changes in OCB-I, indirectly through increases in TMX scores (ab1 = 0.10, SE=0.03), but there
was no evidence that this indirect effect varied based on group norms, ab3 = 0.00, S.E. = 0.02) so
H9b was not supported. Full model statistics are included in Table 13.
Exploratory Analyses
Moderation by the target of influence. Because past evidence has shown OCB to be
target specific, it was hypothesized that OCB resulting from feelings of perceived influence
would be directed at the targets of influence. Participants in the current study were directed to
think about the coworkers they work with most closely when answering the items related to
perceived influence, TMX, and social identification. Therefore, it was not expected that these
variables would be significantly related to OCB directed at the organization (OCB-O). Each of
the models tested above was tested again, replacing OCB-I with OCB-O. Because the personality
variable of conscientiousness as well as the Organizational Concern subscale of the OCB
motives measure (OC Motive) have been shown to covary with OCB-O, they were included as
control variables in the analysis. This also made the analysis more equivalent to those with OCBI by controlling for facets of both personality and OCB motive. Counter to predictions, OCB-O
was significantly related to other variables in the model. A summary of the significant
relationships is below with more detailed results provided where the results for OCB-O differed
from the results for OCB-I.
The relationship between perceived influence and OCB-O had a similar sized beta
coefficient and SE compared to the model with OCB-I, indicating that influence has a similar
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relationship with both types of OCB. The relationships between OCB-O and TMX and OCB-O
and social identification were significant but had lower betas, higher standard errors and lower rsquared values compared to the models with OCB-I, indicating slightly weaker relationships
between the predictors and OCB-O. Mediation analyses with bootstrapping indicated that the
size of the indirect effects of influence on OCB-O through TMX and social identification were
similar to the models containing OCB-I and both were significant. This indicates that the indirect
effects of influence through both TMX and social identification on OCB-O are similar to the
indirect effects of these variables on OCB-I. Because neither of the hypothesized moderating
variables had a meaningful impact on the model, they were not tested in a model with OCB-O.
Taken together, these results indicate that the impact of the predicted relationships did extend to
targets outside the targets of influence, to OCB directed at the organization. This is counter to
what was predicted.
Managers vs. non-managers. One additional variable of interest was job level. It makes
sense to test managers as a separate population than individual contributors because their jobs are
different and influence is a more explicitly required behavior for managers. Participants
indicated whether they were an individual contributor, manager, director, or VP or above. This
variable was recoded so that individual contributors were coded as 0=non-manager and all others
were coded as 1=manager. Because neither of the moderators included in the study had the
hypothesized effect, two simplified mediation models using OCB-I as the dependent variable
were tested including the new, binary job level variable as a first stage moderator in each model
(see Figure 2). Conditional process analysis with bootstrapping was used. Similar to the other
analyses with OCB-I, agreeableness and PV motive were included as covariates. Results are
displayed in Table 14.
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There was no evidence that managers had different levels of social identification than
non-managers, a2 = 0.03 (S.E. = 0.06). Every 1-point increase in influence was associated with
an a1 = 0.30 (S.E. = 0.06) increase in social identification. However, this association was
different between managers and non-managers, a3 = 0.85 (S.E. = 0.04). Controlling for
influence, increases in social identification were associated with performing OCB-I more
frequently (b1 = 0.26, S.E. = 0.07). Increases in influence were associated with increases in
OCB-I indirectly through increases in social identification, and there was sufficient evidence that
this indirect effect was different between managers and non-managers (b1a3 = 0.22, S.E. = 0.06).
Among non-managers, for every a1 = 0.30 unit increase in the association between influence and
social identification, there was an a1b1 + a1b3 = 0.08 (S.E. = 0.02) increase in frequency of
OCB-I. Among managers, for every a1 = 0.55 unit increase in the association between influence
and social identification, there was an a1b1 + a1b3 = 0.29 (S.E. = 0.08) increase in frequency of
OCB-I.
Testing the conditional effect of job level on the indirect effect of influence on OCB-I
though TMX yielded similar results. There was not sufficient evidence that managers had
different levels of TMX than non-managers, a2 = -0.01 (S.E. = 0.05). Every 1 point increase in
influence was associated with an a1 = 0.18 (S.E. = 0.05) increase in TMX. However, this
association was different between managers and non-managers, a3 = 0.91 (S.E. = 0.04).
Controlling for influence, increases in TMX were associated with more frequent OCB-I (b1 =
0.28, S.E. = 0.07). Increases in influence were associated with increases in OCB-I indirectly
through increases in TMX, and there was sufficient evidence that this indirect effect was
different between managers and non-managers (b1a3 = 0.27, S.E. = 0.07). Among nonmanagers, for every a1 = 0.18 unit increase in the association between influence and TMX, there
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was an a1b1 + a1b3 = 0.05 (S.E. = 0.02) increase in frequency of OCB-I. Among managers, for
every a1 = 0.18 unit increase in the association between influence and TMX, there was an a1b1 +
a1b3 = 0.31 (S.E. = 0.07) increase in frequency of OCB-I. Taken together, these results indicate
that the indirect effects of influence on OCB-I through TMX and social identification differ
based on job level. Specifically, the effects of influence on OCB-I through TMX and social
identification are stronger for managers compared to non-managers.

a.

b.

Figure 2. Exploratory Model
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Chapter 10
Discussion
The concept of social influence has been widely studied in organizational psychology,
however much of it has focused specifically on power and on the ability of leaders to effectively
exert influence. As the workplace becomes more collaborative and organizational hierarchies
become flatter, understanding influence among peers and coworkers is increasingly important.
A line of experimental work provides evidence that successfully influencing others leads
to increased helping behavior (Bruno, 2013; Bruno et al., 2008; Sywulak, Sommer & Bourgeois,
2013). Helping at work, OCB, is an aspect of employee performance that is of great interest to
both researchers and managers because of its discretionary nature and its value to organizations.
Therefore, it is useful to understand if the positive relationship between influence and helping
extends to the work setting. Further, while several mediating mechanisms between influence and
helping have been tested in these experimental studies, no clear results have emerged so how
perceived influence leads to helping is still unknown. The goal of this dissertation was to
replicate and extend the experimentally supported relationship between perceived influence and
helping to an organizational setting and to add to the organizational literature on influence. In
addition to studying this relationship for the first time among full time employees, I tested a
model that included two potential mediating processes important to organizational life – social
exchange and social identification in an attempt to more fully explain this effect. I also tested
two aspects of the social environment that have been shown to commonly impact social
processes - task interdependence and group norms – in order to understand if and how they
modify the mediated relationships between influence and OCB-I.
In the following section, I review the review the results of the study, including the tests of
both the measurement and structural models. I also talk about the results of the exploratory
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analysis that was conducted. I then discuss the limitations of the study along with
recommendations for future research. Finally, I conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and
practical implications of these results.
Coworker Ratings of OCB-I
I intended to use coworker ratings of OCB-I as some research has indicated they can
present a less inflated measure of OCB due to the absence of social desirability. They can also be
more accurate than supervisor ratings since coworkers tend to see more of each other’s behaviors
(Allen, Barnard, Rush, & Russell, 2000; Chan, 2009). Collecting coworker ratings proved to be
much more difficult than anticipated and only 24 ratings were received so self-ratings were used
in the analysis. Some have argued that self-ratings still provide valuable insight into OCB
frequency as employees themselves may have the most knowledge of the behaviors they engage
in at work because other raters may have limited opportunities to observe all aspects of an
employee’s behavior (Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012; Chan, 2009). Further, in this study, the
average self-rating was lower than the coworker’s rating so social desirability bias was not a
major concern.
Review and Interpretation of Results
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that items for each measure were reliable indicators
of their respective factors, however it also revealed a high degree of collinearity among several
predictor variables. Multicollinearity between groups norms, social identification, and TMX
precluded a robust test of the entire model simultaneously, but regression results for individual
paths showed some support for the hypothesized relationships.
The primary relationship of interest – between influence and OCB-I – was supported in
this study indicating that as employee’s perceived level of influence over their coworkers
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increases, so does the frequency with which they engage in OCB-I toward their coworkers. This
study is the first test of this relationship among full time employees and the results support prior
experimental results indicating that successful influence attempts result in more helping behavior
than failed influence attempts. Exploratory analysis indicated that influence also had a
significant, positive relationship with OCB-O, even though this was not expected. This study
provided the first test of the relationship between perceived influence and helping directed at
different targets.
While multicollinearity between TMX and social identification made a simultaneous test
of both variables impractical, bivariate correlations indicate that social identification had a
slightly stronger relationship with influence compared to TMX. An examination of the items of
each scale showed considerable overlap in the content of some items so it is possible that this is a
problem in all studies testing both TMX and social identification in the same model (although no
studies reported it). That said, these results are in line with the theorizing of Tyler and Blader
(2000) who argue that because OCB is discretionary, it is more likely to happen because of
intrinsic motives, like social identification, than because of extrinsic motives, like social
exchange. This study is the first to test the relationship between perceived influence and these
variables. More research is needed, potentially using different indicators of these constructs, to
understand if a differential relationship to influence truly exists.
Perhaps the greatest value of this study was finding evidence for two mediators of the
relationship between influence and helping. Previous studies of the influence-helping
relationship have not been able to find support for any of the various mediating variables that
have been tested. Mediation analysis indicated that, as predicted, both TMX and social
identification served as significant mediators of the effect of influence on OCB-I and each model
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explained the same amount of variance in OCB-I. This study provides initial support for the
importance of social processes in explaining how perceived influence leads to OCB. These
results makes sense as influence is an inherently social process so its impact on OCB should be
transmitted through constructs that characterize the self in relation to others. Research has shown
that whether or not individuals are willing to help their coworkers voluntarily is often based on
judgments of their relationships with them (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Liu, Loi, & Lam, 2011;
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Tansky, 1993; Tyler & Blader, 2000). More research is needed on
these relationships, most especially to study the impact of TMX and identification in the same
model where multicollinearity is not as severe an issue.
It was predicted that in highly interdependent work environments, the relationship
between TMX and OCB-I would be stronger because interdependent groups have more frequent
interactions that are more consequential to performance which should amplify the impact of
TMX on OCB-I. This line of thinking was not supported in the current study. While the results
testing the impact as task interdependence as a moderator in the model explaining the
relationship between influence and OCB-I were statistically significant, increases in R2 between
the mediation model alone and the mediation model with the moderation effect were negligible.
In this sample, there was no practically significant evidence that task interdependence has a
meaningful impact on this relationship.
It was also predicted that the relationship between social identification and OCB-I would
be weaker in highly interdependent teams. One of the benefits of employees who are highly
identified with their workgroups is that they start to incorporate groups goals into their personal
goals, naturally increasing the level of discretionary effort employees will expend to achieve
them. Because employees that work in highly interdependent environments are more likely to be
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working on a common task compared to those in less interdependent environments, there should
be less conflict between the individual employees’ personal goals and their work group’s
collective goals, making team identification less important in the decision of whether or not to
perform OCB-I. The results did not support this assertion. Overall, there was insufficient
evidence that the level of task interdependence impacts the social processes that predict OCB.
The mean level of task interdependence in the current sample was slightly above the neutral
point of the response scale, generally indicating a moderate level of task interdependence. It’s
possible that task interdependence may only impact these relationships at extreme values and
differences could only be detected between workgroups whose goals are completely
interdependent versus groups that all have individual jobs to do.
Results from the confirmatory factor analysis showed that group norms scale showed an
unacceptable level of multicollinearity with the social identification scale so estimates for the
model including group norms as a moderator of the indirect effect of social identification on
OCB-I must be interpreted with caution as multicollinearity can increase Type II error (Grewal et
al., 2004). However, there was not evidence that group norms for cooperation or competition
impacted the relationship between influence and OCB-I in either mediational model, even
though group norms and TMX did not suffer from extreme multicollinearity.
It was surprising that neither of the predicted moderators had a meaningful effect in this
study as models of interpersonal processes and behavior in work teams often include task
interdependence and group norms as key moderators (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003;
Blader & Tyler, 2009; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). It would be prudent to test these
moderators again in another sample where multicollinearity is reduced in order to clarify these
relationships.
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Target of OCB
It was predicted that OCB would be target specific, such that perceived influence over
coworkers would be related to OCB (OCB-I) directed at coworkers but not OCB directed at the
organization (OCB-O). The results of this study do not support this prediction, instead showing
that influence, TMX, and social identification have similar relationships to OCB-I and OCB-O.
While this is not what was predicted, this is in line with the experimental results in Sywulak et al.
(2008). In that study, successfully influencing the target led to increased helping of the ingroup
(of which the target may or may not have been a member) compared to failed influence,
indicating that influence can lead to helping behavior directed at targets other than the target of
influence. However, in that study, participants were not given the opportunity to influence
another target so no comparison could be made among different targets. The current study builds
on those results by providing evidence that perceiving a sense of influence over the people we
work with may make us more helpful in general and that the effect is not target specific.
Research examining antecedents to OCB-I and OCB-O has repeatedly shown that these
two different kinds of OCB can have different relationships with the same variables and
therefore it is generally useful to examine them both (Ilies, et al., 2007). However, one metaanalysis that tested the relationship between a personality trait (conscientiousness) and targetfocused OCB, found little evidence for differing relationships with OCB-I and OCB-O (LePine
et al., 2002). The results of this study show that perceived influence is related to both types of
OCB, indicating that perceived influence over one’s coworkers makes people more helpful at
work in general, rather than helping being limited to the targets of influence.
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Managers versus Non-Managers
Finally, exploratory analysis examining the impact of job level on the proposed
relationship in the current model indicated that whether or not the participant was a manager
impacted the indirect effect of influence on OCB-I through both TMX and social identification.
Research on interpersonal influence in organizations has focused almost exclusively on how
leaders influence their followers and why some forms of influence are more effective than others
(see Den Hartog & Koopman, 2001) It is not surprising that research on influence focuses on
how leaders influence their subordinates as influence is more explicitly required for managers
and leaders than it is for individual contributors. While one of the major contributions of the
current study was to examine influence processes among coworkers rather than between leaders
and their subordinates, there were a substantial number of managers in the current sample. In
order to understand whether job level mattered, I explored whether the relationships that were
supported in the current study differed based on the participant’s status as a manager or nonmanager. Results indicated that these relationships do play out differently among manager and
non-managers. Specifically, the indirect effects of influence on OCB-I through TMX and social
identification were both stronger for managers than non-managers. This makes sense as research
on leaders often highlights the increased importance of skills like negotiating, bargaining,
exchanging favors, and building alliances (Ferris et al., 2005). This also makes practical sense as
managers’ jobs, regardless of their specific role or industry require them to engage in the
influence of both their subordinates and their colleagues in order to achieve their goals.
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
There were a number of limitations in the current study that need to be addressed in
future research in order to provide additional support for the current findings. First, the low

79

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE AND OCB
number of coworker ratings of OCB made them un-usable in the analysis meaning that all
measures were self-reported. This results in the problem of common method variance. Crosssectional studies examining the relationships between individual attitudes and behavior are
commonly susceptible to common method variance as these types of constructs are usually
measured with self-report scales in the social sciences. When reports of individual attitudes and
past behavior are taken at the same time, it can cause the correlation between the reported
constructs to become inflated, increasing the possibility of Type I error (Lindell & Whitney,
2001). Further, both scales were presented on the same page and used the same response scale
which likely contributed to their high correlation. Therefore, it is possible the significant effects
found between influence, TMX, social identification, and OCB were inflated in this study.
Common method variance may have also contributed to the problem of multicollinearity
between TMX, social identification, and group norms in this study. Multicollinearity leads to
inflated Type II error, which is a failure to detect true effects (Mason and Perreault, 1991). When
latent predictors have correlations above 0.90, composite reliabilities are below 0.70, and the
ratio of sample size to the number of parameters being estimated falls below 6:1, type II errors
become unacceptably high (Grewal et al., 2004). In the current study, all scale composite
reliabilities were above 0.70 and the ratio of cases to parameters was approximately 27:1.
Standard errors were also not excessively high. Examination of the items on the social
identification and TMX scales showed that the two scales have items that overlap considerably in
content so it’s possible the degree of collinearity reflects true overlap in these constructs rather
than methodological error. However, more research is needed to confirm the support for the
relationship among these variables in the current study. Future research should include other
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indicators of TMX and social identification to decrease collinearity, allowing more reliable
parameters to be estimated.
Finally, the fit statistics in the initial path analysis were extremely low, indicating model
misspecification. Model misspecification can result from mis-specifying the relationships among
the variables in the model (Kline, 2011). The degree of multicollinearity between TMX and
social identification and the lack of significant effects of the proposed moderators made it
impractical to test different arrangements of the model in the current study so more research is
needed measuring these same constructs. Model misspecification can also result from the
exclusion of key variables in the model (Kline, 2011). OCB is a complex behavior with a large
literature describing its various antecedents. As this is the first test of influence and OCB among
employees, it is certainly possible that not all key variables were included in the model. It’s
possible that other processes play an intervening role in the relationship between influence and
OCB-I. For example, psychological empowerment is a feeling employee have that they are able
to complete their daily tasks (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Empowerment has proven to be a
consistent driver of OCB in organizations. Employees who feel their work is meaningful and
impacts the organization in a significant way will be more committed to their jobs and their
organizations and more likely to go above and beyond to help (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).
Employees who lack this sense of impact are more likely to be apathetic, decreasing the chance
they will engage in OCB. Feeling that you are able to successfully influence your coworkers
could foster a sense of efficacy at your job or grater feelings of empowerment, leading to OCB.
This is just one potential addition that increase our understanding of the relationship between
influence and OCB, indicating that this relationship is a potentially fruitful area of inquiry for
organizational researchers.
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Finally, taking a quantitative approach to studying the construct of influence may help to
inform how this construct should be studied in the workplace.
Theoretical Implications
The results of this investigation represent the first test of Bourgeois et al’s
conceptualization of perceived influence over others as an important antecedent to several
important organizational outcomes, specifically TMX, social identification, and OCB.
Bourgeois, Sommer, and Bruno (2009) proposed a model that seeks to explain why it is
important for people to have an impact on those around them and what kind of psychological
changes occur when they feel they have influenced another person. Tests of the model have
provided both correlational and experimental support that successfully influencing another
person not only fulfills a number of core psychological needs but also has context-specific
effects on well-being both in one’s romantic relationship and at work (Bourgeois, Sommer,
Morris, & Gillis, 2011; Bruno et al., 2008, Sommer & Bourgeois, 2010). This study broadens
that literature by providing further evidence that studying the impact of successful influence on
the influencer, as opposed to the target is an important line of research because perceived
influence impacts a range of interpersonal outcomes across a variety of settings.
This is also the first study to extend the experimentally supported causal effect of
influence on helping behavior. With the exception of one correlational study, the existing
research examining the outcomes of perceiving that one is able to successfully influence another
person has been solely experimental, focused on the psychological and behavioral impact of a
single influence attempt (Bourgeois, Sommer, Morris, & Gillis, 2011; Bruno et al., 2008;
Sommer and Bourgeois, 2010, Sywulak, Sommer & Bourgeois, 2013). This is the first study to
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show support for the effect of influence on helping outside of the lab, in a work context,
extending the generalizability of the experimental work by Bourgeois and colleagues.
These results also contribute to the literature on OCB, especially work examining the
differential impact of organizational constructs on different targets of OCB. Different types of
OCB can have unique antecedents, and there is considerable evidence that whether OCB is
directed at other people versus the organization matters. In the current study, influence had
similar relationships with both OCB-I and OCB-O, indicating that feeling a sense of influence
over the people with whom we work is associated with helpfulness toward both coworkers and
the organization and that differential relationships based on the target of OCB are not always
present.
Practical Implications
The results of this study have practical implications as well. The results reveal influence
to be an antecedent of team-member exchange, identification and group-directed helping
behaviors. Research on TMX and social identification in teams has provided evidence that these
constructs are related to higher levels of intrinsic motivation (van Knippenberg & van Schie,
2000), task performance (van Knippenberg, 2000) and job satisfaction (Carmeli, Gilat, &
Waldman, 2007) as well as lower levels of turnover and turnover intentions (Mael & Ashforth,
1995). Research on the group engagement model found that both social exchange-based and
social identity-based motivations are important for explaining instances of cooperation and
discretionary effort in small groups (Blader & Tyler, 2009). Allowing employees opportunities to
have influence over each other could lead to greater levels of TMX and more identification with
the workgroup, resulting in greater frequency of OCB as well as the other key organizational
outcomes listed above.
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Exploratory analysis also showed that the mediational models explaining the relationship
between influence and helpings differ between managers and non-managers, with stronger
relationships among the predictors when only managers were analyzed. While research designed
specifically to answer this question is needed, this preliminary evidence suggests that for
managers, influence may be an even more important antecedent of valued organizational
constructs like TMX, social identification and OCB than for non-managerial employees.
Future research could take a hierarchical approach, incorporating broader aspects of the
organizational culture in the mode, such as company values. Alternatively, studying these
relationships in the context of a single company would reduce the impact of heterogenous
organizational environments and also increase the likelihood that other measures of these
variables rather than just self-report scales, could be collected.
Conclusion
The current study represents the first attempt to model the relationship between
employees' perceived ability to influence their coworkers and their frequency of OCB among full
time employees. The model proposed that employees’ perceived ability to influence their
coworkers impacts interpersonal processes with coworkers that can then affect the influencer’s
motivation to engage in discretionary behaviors that help them. Specifically, it was predicted that
the ability to influence one’s coworkers impacts two key mechanisms that have been shown to
impact the frequency of OCB. The first mechanism is one of social exchange, which is driven by
the norm of reciprocity and theorizes that workers engage in behaviors that may not be required
or formally rewarded in order to maintain high quality relationships with others. The second
process is social identification, in which workers internalize the goals of the workgroup as their
own, motivating them to exert extra effort to achieve those goals. Therefore, someone who
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perceives they can influence their coworkers should be more likely to have feelings of
identification with them and consequently, engage in more OCB directed at them. The study
provided support for the existence of these processes among full time employees across a range
of industries, providing further support for the existence of an effect between influence and
helping and for the importance of studying perceived influence over others as an important
construct in organizational life.
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Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Theoretical Model

Influence
Team Member Exchange
Social Identification
Identification
Respect
OCB-I (self-rated)
Task Interdependence
Cooperative Norms
Competitive Norms
Prosocial Values (PV) Motive
Agreeableness

N

328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328

Mean

3.46
4.14
3.88
3.92
4.18
3.83
3.58
4.14
3.67
4.13
4.04

SD

0.79
0.69
0.79
0.80
0.82
0.77
0.78
0.77
0.85
0.73
0.73

86

Skewness

-0.26
-1.02
-0.75
-0.76
-1.22
-0.65
-0.10
-1.14
-0.42
-0.73
-0.62

Kurtosis

-0.24
1.55
0.54
0.58
1.80
0.67
-0.04
1.69
-0.22
0.06
-0.21
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8
9
10
11

6

7

8

9

10

.393**
.439** .560**
.362** .484** .561**
.507** .392** .590** .322**
.353** .230** .477** .181** .645**
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Correlations
Variable
1
2
3
4
5
α
0.95
Influence
0.91 .383**
TMX
0.93 .503** .801**
Social identification
0.91 .448** .637** .902**
Identification subscale
0.94 .453** .799** .884** .600**
Respect subscale
0.91 .316** .482** .488** .445** .430**
OCB-I (self-rated)
0.73 .365** .540** .604** .573** .502**
Task interdependence
Group norms
0.93 .380** .782** .778** .599** .798**
(cooperative)
Group norms
0.87 .601** .492** .631** .589** .540**
(competitive)
0.94 .297** .546** .528** .390** .560**
PV Motive
0.89 .147** .429** .396** .227** .490**
Agreeableness
Note: Values in the diagonal reflect internal consistency coefficient alphas
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. All significance levels are based on two-tailed tests.
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Table 3.
Summary of Results of Regression for the effect of Influence on OCB-I (H1)
OCB-I (self-rated)
B
SE
β
Predictor
Block 1
PV Motive
0.51
0.07
0.48
Agreeableness
0.05
0.07
0.05
Block 2
PV Motive
0.44
0.07
0.41
Agreeableness
0.06
0.07
0.06
Influence
0.18
0.05
0.18
Note: All betas are reported from their respective steps; * p < .05;
** p < .01. Self-rated OCBs N = 328

88

t
7.64**
0.72
6.50**
0.97
3.74**
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Table 4.
Summary of Results of Regression for Influence on TMX (H2).
Team Member Exchange (TMX)
Predictor
Influence

B

SE

β

t

0.34

0.05

0.38

7.50**

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. Self-rated OCBs N = 328
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Table 5.
Summary of Results of Regression for the effect of TMX on OCB-I (H3)
OCB-I (self-rated)
B
SE
β
t
Predictor
Block 1
PV Motive
0.51
0.07
0.48
7.64
Agreeableness
0.05
0.07
0.05
0.72
Block 2
PV Motive
0.36
0.07
0.34
5.26**
Agreeableness
0.01
0.06
0.01
0.11
TMX
0.33
0.06
0.30
5.30**
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. Self-rated OCBs N = 328
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Table 6.
Summary of Results of Regression for Social Identification on
OCB-I (H5).
OCB-I (self-rated)
B
SE
β
t
Predictor
Block 1
PV Motive
0.51
0.07
0.48
7.64
Agreeableness
0.05
0.07
0.05
0.72
Block 2
PV Motive
0.34
0.07
0.32
4.92**
Agreeableness
0.03
0.06
0.02
0.41
Social Identification
0.31
0.05
0.32
5.85**
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. Self-rated OCBs N = 328
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Table 7.
Summary of Results of Regressions for Influence on the subscales of Social
Identification (H6a-b)
Identification
Respect
B
SE
Predictor
Influence
0.57
0.06
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01.

β
0.45
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t

B

SE

β

t

9.04** 0.46 0.05 0.43 8.69**
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Table 8.
Summary of Regression Results for H4.

Predictor
X (Influence)
M (TMX)
C1 (Agreeableness)
C2 (PV Motive)

Coeff.
a 0.335
----

Outcome

M
(TMX)
SE
0.048
---

p
0.000
---

--

--

R2=0.147

Coeff.
c 0.117
b 0.281
d1 0.023
d2

0.338

Y (OCB-I - selfrated)
SE
0.055
0.074
0.061

p
0.032
0.000
0.711

0.077

0.000

R2=0.276
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Table 9.
Summary of Regression Results for H7.

Predictor
X (Influence)
M (Social
Identification)
C1 (Agreeableness)
C2 (PV Motive)

a

Outcome

Coeff.
0.508

M (Social
Identification)
SE
0.046

p
0.000

--

--

---

c

Coeff.
0.079

Y (OCB-I self-rated)
SE
0.062

p
0.200

--

b

0.255

0.074

0.001

--

--

d1

0.028

0.063

0.657

--

--

d2

0.344

0.079

0.000

2

R =0.253
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Table 10.
Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H8a.
Outcome
M (TMX)
Predictor
X (Influence)
M (TMX)
W (Task
Interdependence)
MxW
C1 (Agreeableness)
C2 (PV Motive)

Coeff.
a 0.334
--

Y (OCB-I - self-rated)

SE
0.047
--

p
0.000
--

--

--

--

----

---2
R =0.147

----
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Coeff.
c 0.088
b1 0.307

SE
0.058
0.075

p
0.128
0.000

b2

0.153

0.097

0.116

b3
d1
d2

0.285
0.011
0.328

0.122
0.058
0.075
2
R =0.299

0.034
0.848
0.000
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Table 11.
Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H8b.
Outcome
M (Social ID)
Predictor
X (Influence)
M (Social ID)
W (Task
Interdependence)
MxW
C1 (Agreeableness)
C2 (PV Motive)

a

Y (OCB-I - self-rated)

Coeff.
0.508
--

SE
0.047
--

p
0.000
--

Coeff.
c 0.048
b1 0.257

SE
0.067
0.078

p
0.471
0.001

--

--

--

b2 0.145

0.091

0.112

--

--

--

b3 0.206

0.108

0.055

---

--2
R =0.253

---

d1 0.017
d2 0.348

0.062
0.080
2
R =0.293

0.787
0.000
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Table 12.
Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H9a.
Outcome
Y (OCB-I self-rated)

M (Social ID)
Predictor
X (Influence)
M (Social ID)

Coeff.
a 0.508
--

SE
0.050
--

p
0.000
--

c
b1

Coeff.
0.067
0.261

SE
0.069
0.076

p
0.326
0.001

W (Group Norms)

--

--

--

b2

-0.046

0.039

0.242

MxW
C1
(Agreeableness)
C2 ( PV Motive )

--

--

--

b3

0.011

0.037

0.767

--

--

--

d1

0.031

0.065

0.635

--

--

--

d2

0.353

0.079

0.000

R2=0.253

R2=0.282
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Table 13.
Summary of Conditional Mediation Effect for H9b.
Outcome
M
(TMX)
Predictor
X (Influence)
M (TMX)
W (Group Norms)
MxW
C1
(Agreeableness)
C2 (PV Motive)

Coeff.
a 0.335
----

Y (OCB-I - self-rated)

SE
0.045
----

p
0.000
----

c
b1
b2
b3

Coeff.
0.099
0.294
-0.066
0.000

SE
0.058
0.071
0.040
0.050

p
0.088
0.000
0.091
0.999

--

--

--

d1

0.025

0.063

0.684

--

-R =0.147

--

d2

0.347

0.078
R =0.282

0.000

2
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Table 14.
Job Level as a Moderator.
Outcome

a1

W (Non-Mgr=0)

a2

XxW
C1
(Agreeableness)
C2 (PS Motive)

a3

Coeff.
0.184
-0.013
0.907

p
0.000
--

0.050

Outcome

Coeff.
0.117
0.281

Y (OCB-I - selfrated)
SE
0.058
0.070

p
0.042
0.000

a1

0.792

--

--

--

0.037

0.000

--

--

--

--

--

d1

0.023

0.061

--

--

d2

0.338

0.078

---

R =0.428
2

c
b1

R =0.291
2

Coeff.
0.301
--

M (Social
ID)
SE
0.056
--

Coeff.
0.079
0.255

Y (OCB-I - selfrated)
SE
0.064
0.075

p
0.000
--

p
0.214
0.001

a2

0.027

0.055

0.631

--

--

--

a3

0.853

0.041

0.000

--

--

--

0.713

--

--

--

d1

0.028

0.064

0.662

0.000

--

--

--

d2

0.344

0.082

0.000

R =0.495
2

c
b1

R =0.295
2
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Predictor
X (Influence)
M (TMX)

M
(TMX)
SE
0.050
--
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Appendix A
Qualtrics Recruitment Message

This is an online survey about employee perceptions of their coworkers and their
behavior at work. This research will help us to better understand how employees’
perceptions of themselves and their relationships with their coworkers impact their
behavior.
If you choose to participate, you will complete an online survey that asks about your
perceptions of yourself and your coworkers, as well as basic background information.
The survey takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end of the survey, you
will have the option of forwarding an additional short survey for a coworker in your
company who is familiar with your work. Instructions for this will be provided at the
end of the survey.
In exchange for your participation, you will receive the agreed upon compensation
amount from Qualtrics.
Please click on the link below or copy and paste it into your browser to begin. Thank
you in advance, and please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Participants must be:
• 18 years of age
• In their current role for at least the last 3 months
• NOT self-employed
Laura Sywulak
lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu
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Appendix B
Qualtrics Ineligibility Message

We regret to inform you that you are not eligible to participate in this survey based on
your responses to the eligibility questions. Thank you for your time and effort.
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Appendix C
Eligibility Questions
Please answer Yes or No to the following questions in order to continue
1. Do you work full time?
2. Have you worked in your current role for at least 3 months?
3. Are you self-employed?
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Appendix D
Main Survey
Employee Perceptions and Behavior at Work

THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
Baruch College and the Graduate Center, CUNY
Department of Psychology
INTERNET BASED INFORMED CONSENT
Title of Research Study:
Principal Investigator:
Supervised by:

An Examination of Employee and Coworker Perceptions
Laura Sywulak, Baruch College and the CUNY Graduate Center
Harold Goldstein, Baruch College

Introduction/Purpose of Study: You are invited to participate in a research study, conducted under the direction of Laura Sywulak (Ph.D.
Candidate at Baruch College, City University of New York). The purpose of this research study is to better understand the relationships between
employees and their coworkers and how it impacts their behavior at work. The results of this study may help organizations to better manage
teams and their work.
Procedures: If you agree to participate, we will ask you to complete an online survey that asks about your perceptions of yourself as well as the
group of coworkers with whom you work most closely. There are also some questions asking about basic background information. The survey
takes approximately 25 minutes to complete. Once you submit the survey, you will be compensated the amount agreed upon before you entered
the survey. At the end of the survey, you will be provided with an opportunity to participate in another phase of this research.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may stop at any point if you do not wish to continue.
Possible Discomforts and Risks: Participation in this study does not expose you to any more risk that is otherwise encountered in everyday life.
Benefits: There are no direct benefits.
Time Commitment: Your participation in this research study is expected to last for a total of 15 minutes.
Payment for Participation: In exchange for your participation, you will be compensated the amount agreed upon before you entered the survey.
Confidentiality: Your responses will be collected via a secure online survey program, and only the principal investigators will have access to the
data. Your name will never be associated with the study materials or shared with the researchers.
Questions about the Research: Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you have any questions about this research now or in the
future, please contact the principal investigator, Laura Sywulak, via email (lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu). If you have any questions about your rights
as a research participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researchers, you can contact CUNY Research Compliance
Administrator at 646-664-8918.
Statement of Consent: I have read the above description of this research and I understand it. I have been informed of the risks and benefits
involved, and all my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. Furthermore, I have been assured that the principal investigator of this
study will answer any future questions I may have. By clicking the arrow below, I have not waived any of my legal rights to which I would
otherwise be entitled.
By clicking the arrow below, I verify that I am at least 18 years old, and that I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Team Member Exchange
Think about the group of coworkers with whom you work with most. They could be your work
team or any other employees at your company that you work with regularly. Rate the following
items according to how much you agree with each statement.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

When I am in a bind, my coworkers will take on extra work to help ensure the completion
of my important tasks.
My coworkers have asked for my advice in solving a job-related problem of theirs.
I would come to a co-worker's defense if he/she were being criticized.
I respect my coworkers as professionals in our line of work.
My coworkers create an atmosphere conducive to accomplishing my work.
My coworkers are the kind of people one would like to have as friends.
Even when they disagree with me, my coworkers respect the value of my judgments and
decisions.
I feel that I am loyal to my coworkers.
My coworkers value the skills and expertise that I contribute to our work group.

Social Identity
Think about the group of coworkers with whom you work with most. They could be your work
team or any other employees at your company that you work with regularly. Rate the following
items according to how much you agree with each statement.
Pride
1.
My coworkers are the best in the company.
2.
People are impressed when I tell them who I work with.
3.
My coworkers are respected within the company.
4.
I think that the people I work with reflect well on me.
5.
I am proud to tell others who I work with.
Respect
6.
My coworkers value me as a member of the company.
7.
My coworkers respect my ideas.
8.
My coworkers value what I can contribute.
9.
My coworkers respect the work I do.
10.
My coworkers appreciate my unique contributions.
11.
My coworkers approve of how I do things.
Identification
12.
My coworkers are important to the way that I think of myself as a person.
13.
When someone praises the accomplishments of my coworkers, it feels like a personal
compliment to me.
14.
The people I work with say a lot about who I am as a person.
15.
I think I am similar to my coworkers.
16.
When someone criticizes my coworkers, it feels like a personal insult.
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Group Norms
Think about the group of coworkers with whom you work with most. They could be your work
team or any other employees at your company that you work with regularly. Rate the following
items according to how much you agree with each statement.
Cooperative
1.
My coworkers and I try to investigate an issue to find a solution acceptable to us.
2.
My coworkers and I try to investigate ideas to come up with a decision jointly.
3.
My coworkers and I work to find solutions to a problem that satisfy our expectations.
4.
My coworkers and I exchange accurate information to solve problems together.
5.
My coworkers and I try to bring all our concerns out in the open so that the issues can be
resolved in the best possible way.
6.
My coworkers and I collaborate to come up with decisions acceptable to us.
7.
My coworkers and I work for a proper understanding of a problem.
Competitive
8.
My coworkers and I use our influence to get our ideas accepted.
9.
My coworkers and I use our authority to make decisions in our favor.
10.
My coworkers and I use our expertise to make a decision in our favor.
11.
My coworkers and I are generally firm in pursuing our side of an issue.
12.
My coworkers and I sometimes use our power to win in a competitive situation.
Task Interdependence
13.
My coworkers and I have own individual jobs to do, with little need for us to work
together. (RS)
14.
Generating an outcome or product requires a great deal of communication and
coordination among me and my coworkers.
15.
My coworkers and I have to depend heavily on one another to get our work done.
Conscientiousness
Please rate the following items according to how much agree with each statement.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

I am always prepared.
I pay attention to details.
I get chores done right away.
I like order.
I follow a schedule.
I am exacting in my work.
I leave my belongings around.
I make a mess of things.
I often forget to put things back in their proper place.
I shirk my duties.

Agreeableness
Please rate the following items according to how much agree with each statement.
11.
12.

I am interested in people.
I sympathize with others' feelings.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

I have a soft heart.
I take time out for others.
I feel others' emotions.
I make people feel at ease.
I am not really interested in others.
I insult people.
I am not interested in other people's problems.
I feel little concern for others.

Perceived Influence
Please rate the following items according to how much agree with each statement.
1.
People see me as a forceful, powerful person.
2.
I know how to impress others.
3.
I am good at influencing others.
4.
When I am in charge, people jump when I say jump.
5.
I usually know how to get what I want.
6.
Other people tend to see my opinion on things.
7.
I know how to apply pressure on others in order to get things done.
8.
If the situation demands it, I can have a very strong influence on people.
9.
I have a natural talent for influencing people.
10.
I usually succeed in my attempts to persuade others to do the things I want.
11.
I am pretty good at getting my own way in most things.
12.
I am confident in my ability to persuade others to do things I want.
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
Please rate the following behaviors from Always to Never, according to how frequently you
typically engage in each behavior for your job.
OCBI
1.
Help others who have been absent.
2.
Willingly give their time to help others who have work-related problems.
3.
Adjust their work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off.
4.
Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group.
5.
Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most trying
business or personal situations.
6.
Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems.
7.
Assist others with their duties.
8.
Share personal property with others to help their work.
OCBO
9.
Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.
10.
Keep up with developments in the organization.
11.
Defend the organization when other employees criticize it.
12.
Show pride when representing the organization in public.
13.
Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.
14.
Express loyalty toward the organization.
15.
Take action to protect the organization from potential problems.
16.
Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization.
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OCB Motivation
On the previous page, you rated a list of behaviors that you may engage in at work (e.g.,
demonstrating concern about the image of the organization). These behaviors are typically
considered going "above and beyond" the tasks required in your job description and are not
formally required by your company. In order to help us understand why employees engage in
these non-required behaviors, please indicate how much you agree that the following reasons
motivate you to go above and beyond at work.
Organizational Concern
1.
Because I want to understand how the organization works.
2.
Because I care what happens to the company.
3.
Because I want to be fully involved in the company.
4.
Because I feel pride in the organization.
5.
Because the organization values my work.
6.
Because I have a genuine interest in my work.
7.
Because I want to be a well-informed employee.
8.
To keep up with the latest developments in the organization.
9.
Because the organization treats me fairly.
10.
Because I am committed to the company.
11.
OCB Motivation (Prosocial)
Prosocial
11.
Because I feel it is important to help those in need.
12.
Because I believe in being courteous to others.
13.
Because I am concerned about other people's feelings.
14.
Because I want to help my co-workers in any way I can.
15.
Because it is easy for me to be helpful.
16.
Because I like interacting with my co-workers.
17.
To have fun with my co-workers.
18.
To get to know my co-workers better.
19.
To be friendly with others.
20.
Because I can put myself in other people's shoes.
Demographic Items
The following items ask about general background information.
1. What is your gender?
o
Female
o
Male
o
Non-binary
o
N/A
2. What is your race?
o
White
o
Black or African American
o
Native American or Alaska Native
o
Asian
o
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
o
More than one race
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o
Other
3. Approximately how many employees work for your organization?
4. Approximately how many coworkers do you work with on a day-to-day basis?
5. What is your job level?
o
Individual Contributor
o
Manager
o
Director
o
Vice President (VP) or above
6. Please enter your job title.
7. In what industry do you work?
o
a. Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting
o
b. Automotive
o
c. Banking & Finance
o
d. Chemicals
o
e. Computing & Information Technology
o
f. Construction
o
g. Defense & Aerospace
o
h. Electronics
o
i. Energy & Utilities
o
j. Entertainment & Arts
o
k. Fashion & Apparel
o
l. Food & Beverage
o
m. Health Care
o
n. Insurance
o
o. Manufacturing
o
p. Marketing & Advertising
o
q. Media & Telecommunications
o
r. Mining & Extraction
o
s. Paper & Packaging
o
t. Personal & Business Support Services
o
u. Pharmaceuticals & Biotechnology
o
v. Professional Services
o
w. Real Estate
o
x. Retail & Wholesale Trader
o
y. Transportation & Warehousing
o
z. Travel, Hospitality, & Tourism
o
aa. Waste Management & Remediation Services
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Appendix E
Coworker Recruitment Message
Thank you for completing this survey! Your time is greatly appreciated.
I am also seeking participation from one of your coworkers (or anyone who is familiar with your
work), in order to provide us with some information about what it is like to work with you. If
you are willing to invite a coworker to participate, please think of someone who is familiar with
your work and would be willing to fill out a very brief (3-5 minute) survey. The person will not
have access to any of your responses. You will not be able to see how they responded. In order to
maintain confidentiality, your responses will be linked using the unique survey link below. If you
forward the link below to a coworker and they complete the survey, you will receive an addition
$1 in compensation.
Below, you will find a link you can share with someone who willing to rate you as well as a
sample message you can send to them (you are free to use your own message if you wish). This
link ensures that none of the data provided by you or your coworker are identified by name.
Thank you again for your participation in this research! If you'd like a copy of the results, you
can email lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu. Please finalize submitting your survey by clicking on the
arrows below.

Sample email
Are you interested in participating in some workplace research? The purpose of the research
study is to better understand the relationships between employees and their coworkers and how it
impacts their behavior at work. The results of this study may help organizations to better manage
teams and their work.
This survey will take you approximately 3 minutes to complete. It asks you to rate the frequency
with which you have observed me engage in various behaviors at work. If you choose to
complete the survey, you will be given the opportunity to be entered into a raffle for a $25
Amazon gift card.
Please follow this link or copy and paste the link below into your browser to begin the survey.
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Appendix F
Snowball Recruitment Message

This is an online survey about employee perceptions of their coworkers and their
behavior at work. This research will help us to better understand how employees’
perceptions of themselves and their relationships with their coworkers impact their
behavior.
If you choose to participate, you will complete an online survey that asks about your
perceptions of yourself and your coworkers, as well as basic background information.
The survey takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end of the survey, you
will have the option of forwarding an additional short survey for a coworker in your
company who is familiar with your work. Instructions for this will be provided at the
end of the survey.
In exchange for your participation, you will receive a entry into a raffle to win a $25
Amazon gift card. The lottery will be conducted after data collection, and winners will
be notified by email.
Please click on the link below or copy and paste it into your browser to begin. Thank
you in advance, and please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Participants must be:
• 18 years of age
• In their current role for at least the last 3 months
• NOT self-employed
Laura Sywulak
lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu
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Appendix G
Coworker Survey
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
Baruch College and the Graduate Center, CUNY
Department of Psychology
ORAL OR INTERNET BASED INFORMED CONSENT SCRIPT
Title of Research Study:
An Examination of Employee Perceptions and Behavior

Principal Investigators:

Laura Sywulak, Baruch College and the Graduate Center
Harold Goldstein, Baruch College

Introduction/Purpose of Study: You are invited to participate in a research study, conducted
under the direction of Laura Sywulak (Ph.D. Candidate at Baruch College, City University of
New York). The purpose of this research study is to better understand the relationships between
employees and their coworkers and how it impacts their behavior at work. The results of this
study may help organizations to better manage teams and their work.
Procedures: This survey will take you 5 minutes or less to complete. It asks you to rate the
frequency with which your coworker engages in various behaviors at work.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may stop at
any point if you do not wish to continue.
Possible Discomforts and Risks: You may feel some discomfort rating your
coworker. Participation in this study does not expose you to any more risk that is otherwise
encountered in everyday life. You may skip any questions you do not wish to answer and you
may choose not to fill out the survey. Your decision about whether or not to participate is
completely confidential.
Benefits: There are no direct benefits.
Time Commitment: Your participation in this study is expected to last a total of 5 minutes.
Confidentiality: Your responses will be collected via a secure online survey program, and
only the principal investigators will have access to the data. The collected data will be stored
electronically on a password-protected computer. Your name will never be associated with the
study materials or shared with the researchers. Your coworker will not be able to see any of your
responses.
Questions about the Research: Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you have any
questions about this research now or in the future, please contact the principal investigator, Laura
Sywulak, via email (lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu). If you have any questions about your rights as a
research participant.
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Statement of Consent: I have read the above description of this research and I understand it.
I have been informed of the risks and benefits involved, and all my questions have been
answered to my satisfaction. Furthermore, I have been assured that the principal investigator of
this study will answer any future questions I may have. By clicking the arrow below, I have not
waived any of my legal rights to which I would otherwise be entitled.
In order to continue, please enter the email address of the coworker who recruited you for this
study.
Survey Page
Please rate the following behaviors from Never to Always according to how frequently you observe
your coworker engaging in each behavior on the job.
How frequently does your coworker.......

OCBI
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Help others who have been absent.
Willingly give their time to help others who have work-related problems.
Adjust their work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off.
Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group.
Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most trying
business or personal situations.
Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems.
Assist others with their duties.
Share personal property with others to help their work.

6.
7.
8.
OCBO
9.
Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.
10.
Keep up with developments in the organization.
11.
Defend the organization when other employees criticize it.
12.
Show pride when representing the organization in public.
13.
Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.
14.
Express loyalty toward the organization.
15.
Take action to protect the organization from potential problems.
16.
Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization.
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Appendix H
Endpage for Coworker Survey
Thank you for your time and effort participating in this study. If you would like to be entered
into the raffle please enter YOUR email address below. Your email will only be used to contact
you if you win and will not be shared with anyone. All email addresses will be deleted from the
data file once the raffle winners are notified at the conclusion of the study.
Thank you again for your participation in this research! If you'd like a copy of the results, you
can email lsywulak@gc.cuny.edu.
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